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Abstract
Groups play a significant role in our lives from a diverse number of perspectives; at work, 
psychologically, socially and personally. Therefore, it could reasonably be argued that it is imperative 
for us to seek to gain a deeper understanding of what a group is, how they operate (their dynamics) 
and which of these elements are Important to enable them to function. Simultaneously, it could be 
argued that It is essential that groups understand each of these factors, which may affect them. If it 
was possible to identify factors that could enhance their understanding of group life, this may enable 
them to identify the aspects that need to be in place to strengthen their dynamics. Therefore, this 
thesis focuses on the construction of a methodology, which brings together some elements of group 
dynamics to provide a framework that groups can use to reflect on their dynamics and aid their 
effectiveness. This methodology builds from a number of theories and it is argued that it may allow 
groups to explore their dynamics and effectiveness (with the guidance of a facilitator in the first 
instance). This includes an exploration of their behaviours/attitudes to enable them to build an 
understanding of the cause-effect underpinning these so that they can better understand their 
dynamics whilst they were at work.
The research findings from this study are interesting but the conclusions drawn currently are only 
tentative, as the methodology needs to be tested further. However, a number of correlations were 
identified in the research between some elements of group dynamics and their effectiveness. In 
particular, as shared goals, goal direction, verbal, and non-verbal communication, energy, tension, 
effectiveness and balance converged the groups attained their goals. This may indicate that balanced 
dynamics enhance group effectiveness and goal attainment. Additionally, the implementation of this 
new methodology enabled new patterns to be observed that led to some interesting findings where 
groups with an informal structure, agenda, roles, and leadership were able to achieve their objectives 
over a short time period whilst achieving a stronger group dynamic. These findings to some extent 
contradict those in the management literature (Robbins, 2004; Weick, 1979), which stipulates that 
groups that have formal structures, roles, tasks and leadership operate more effectively. These 
patterns of behaviour may not be common to all groups; however, they do challenge the consensus 
opinion that has been presented by scholars in recent years.
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1 Introduction
This thesis seeks to examine if it is possible to develop a self-help methodology to enable groups to 
understand their dynamics and effectiveness. While there has been much research to date on the 
means by which group dynamics can be assessed the research set out to explore whether the 
existing methods can be improved upon, and in particular whether they allow for a 'self-help' 
approach to such assessment. Thus, the research that underpins this thesis comprised of:
1. An extensive and critical literature review of the methods used to date,
2. Based upon 1 a new methodology was derived to explore group dynamics
3. The testing and hence refinement of the methodology derived under 2
Before going any further it is first necessary to define what is meant by the term ‘groups’.
1.1 What are groups?
Groups have been defined from a variety of perspectives, and hence the literature does not present a 
clear consensus or definitive definition of what constitutes groups. Indeed definitions that have been 
applied by scholars have often been moulded to suit the nature of their research (Benson, 2000; 
Cooley, 1909; Forsyth, 2006). As a result, of these variations, the question then arises:
• What constitutes a group and how can they be defined?
All scholars could argue the importance of their own perspectives, which are based on their 
interpretations of the evidence from studies that they have undertaken. One could infer that the 
differences in definitions mainly occur, because scholars Interpret the evidence from their studies in 
differing ways (depending upon their specific interests). However, some scholars have concentrated 
on developing broader definitions of what constitutes groups and how they can be defined (Benson, 
2000; Cooley, 1909; Forsyth, 2006). For example, Forsyth's definition of groups provides us with a 
comprehensive and broad description:
“Hundreds offish swimming together are called a school. A pack of foraging baboons is a 
troupe. A half dozen crows on a telephone line is a murder. A gam is a group of whales. But
what is a collection of human beings called? A group ... [CJollections of people may seem 
unique, but each possesses that one critical element that defines a group: connections linking 
the individual members... [MJembers are linked together in a web of interpersonal 
relationships. Thus, a group is defined as two or more individuals who are connected to one 
another by social relationships.” (Forsyth, 2006, pp. 2-3)
This definition brings together three important elements of groups, which are the numbers of 
individuals involved, their connections, and their relationships. Benson (2000) has gone further than 
Forsyth (2006) and has listed a number of attributes, which can be ascribed to groups. These are:
“A set of people who engage In frequent Interactions.
The people identify with one another.
They are defined by others as a group.
They share beliefs, values and norms about areas of common interest.
They define themselves as a group.
They come together to work on common tasks and for agreed purposes” (Benson, 2000, pp. 5).
For the purposes of this study, Benson’s (2000) definition was the most comprehensive, as it was 
broad and clearly stated the attributes of groups without categorising them by their characteristics, 
such as their sizes, structures or tasks (Brown, 1988; Cooley, 1909). Additionally Benson’s (2000) 
was not aligned to one research approach, whereas other definitions have been (Brown, 1988; 
Gallon, 1986; Deutsch, 1949,1962; Doreian & Stokman, 1997; Latour, 2005; Sherif & Sherif, 1969; 
Turner & Hogg, 1987). That is not to say that these other definitions are without merit, as they may 
indicate to us why groups form or work in particular ways. However, for the purposes of this study 
we need to define what constitutes groups, not other attributes that may affect them. Therefore, 
Benson’s (2000) definition has been chosen for this study.
Additionally to understanding how groups may be defined, it is also important to determine the field 
under examination. This is the study of group behaviours, which is often referred to as ‘group 
dynamics’ (Lewin, 1951). A concise definition of group dynamics is;
“a field of enquiry dedicated to the advancing knowledge about the nature of groups, the laws of their 
development, and their interrelations with individuals, other groups, and larger institutions” {Cartwright
& Zander, 1968, pp. 7)
Scholars for a number of reasons have studied group behaviours; each of these will now be discussed.
1.2 How has group behaviour been studied by scholars?
Groups can be considered important from a variety of perspectives and this has enthused scholars 
to study them, in varying contexts (Bales, 1950: Bion, 2006: Lewin, 1948). As individuals, we are 
always part of groups (Bion, 2006). From the moment that we are born, we belong to families, and 
as we mature, our roles in society evolve. This helps us to establish our perception of who we are 
and how we relate to others. Therefore, each of our interactions with others in groups has been a 
source of interest to scholars for a variety of reasons and they have been studied in numerous ways 
(as an example see: Bales, 1950; Belbin, 1981; Benne & Sheets, 1948; Woodcock, 1989).
Scholars have studied groups scientifically (Bales, 1950) (here the term scientific refers to the empirical 
method of investigation). The terms thoughts, feelings, and behaviours include all of the psychological 
variables that may be measured in human beings. For example, in Kurt Lewin's conceptual formula, 
behaviour (6 ) can be viewed as a function (f) of the person (P) in the environment (E); or put 
mathematically:
“B = f{P, E)” (Lewin, 1951)
Group behaviours have also been explored using non-scientific approaches’ these have often taken 
the form of in depth case studies. For example, Armstrong (2006) described case studies of 
individuals who were analysed whilst working in therapeutic groups. Both the scientific and non- 
scientific investigations of groups are important, as psychologically, we can begin to be aware of how 
group behaviours affect us.
Psychologically group behaviours can have a profound impact on individuals, because they have the 
potential to influence their actions, thoughts and feelings. For example, when an individual is part of a 
group their opinions will often become aligned with theirs; this phenomenon is often referred to as 
‘groupthink’ (Flowers, 1977; Janis, 1972). From this perspective, it can be perceived that 
understanding groups are essential at a sociological level because they play an important role in the 
formation of cultures that have developed in different societies (Tajfel, 1981). This is because members 
have shared attitudes, values, goals, and practices that characterise their groups or cultures within 
society (Lewin, 1948). For example, some tribal cultures are based on hunting/gathering, where 
different groups are defined by the characteristics of gender, age and family. Each of these 
characteristics defines an individual’s role within groups in the tribe according to its traditions, values or 
norms (Marlowe, 2005). From this stance, groups can be seen to be important to us personally, 
because being a member of groups helps one to define and confirm one’s values or beliefs, and to take 
on or refine social identities (Turner & Reynolds, 2010). Additionally, when one faces uncertain 
situations, groups provide us with reassuring information about our personal problems or security in 
companionships; one learns about relationships, the type of impressions one makes and the way one
relates to others; so understanding group behaviours may be the key to knowing more about the 
building blocks of both society and ourselves (Tajfel & Turner, 1986).
Consequently, it is not surprising that researchers have long recognised the importance of groups and 
their dynamics (Le Bon, 1895; Freud, 1922; Homans, 1950). However, it is only in the last century or so 
that groups have been studied and theories have evolved (Le Bon, 1895; Freud, 1922; Homans, 1950). 
For example, Mayo performed the Hawthorne Experiments from 1927 to 1932 at the Western Electric 
Hawthorne Works in Illinois, Chicago (Mayo, 1949). He examined the impact of working conditions on 
employee productivity by investigating the physical and environmental influences of the workplace (for 
example, the effects of the brightness of lights or humidity - on employees). Later, he moved on to 
investigate the psychological elements of work, such as breaks, group pressures, working hours or 
managerial leadership, and their impact on employees motivation in relation to productivity (Mayo,
1949).
Other researchers also started to explore groups with different foci. Some have concentrated on 
groups with a small number of members and looked at their roles, values and norms (Asch, 1956; 
Belbin, 1981 ; Bion, 2006; Janis, 1972). A few have utilised laboratory studies where they recreated 
and controlled the conditions that groups work under (Bales, 1950). A number of social psychologists 
examined how working in the presence of others tended to raise individuals performance (Allport, 1924; 
Mayo, 1949). Several looked at different elements of group processes and the effects that these had 
upon their dynamics (Bion, 2006; Lewin, 1948). Beyond this, scholars have examined a number of 
elements such as, communication (Bales, 1950; Borg, 2008; Ekman & Friesen, 1969; Mehrabian,
1972). For example. Bales (1950) undertook research into verbal communication in small groups. He 
examined the content of discussions within groups and who were making decisions. He discovered 
that the group conversations tended to shift backwards and forwards swiftly between the discussions of 
the groups tasks and those, which were relevant to their relationships. He believed that this shifting 
was the product of an implicit attempt to balance the demands of task completion and the group’s 
cohesion (under the assumption that conflict generated during task discussion caused stress among 
members that must be released through dialogue) (Bales, 1950). A few have studied non-verbal 
communication (Borg, 2008; Ekman & Friesen, 1969), examined social behaviours in groups (Homans, 
1951, 1961), individuals’ reasons for partaking in groups, such as seeking power or rewards (Mills, 
1967), or interpersonal relationships (Schütz, 1958). Therefore, ‘experts’ have studied groups from a 
variety of perspectives. However, while the literature is extensive and mature, there is no doubt that 
there is some potential for improvement. For example, the linking of group dynamics to group 
performance (how well the group achieves its task) is less well explored in the literature. It is often 
assumed that positive group dynamics results in good performance, but is this necessarily the case. 
Additionally, for the most part these approaches were designed to be applied by 'outsiders' to the 
group; people who observe group behaviour without necessarily being part of the group. That is not to 
say that 'observers' can influence group behaviour - they can. Hence, a case could be made for the 
creation of approaches that could be applied by group members. This means there may be an
opportunity to develop a new self-help methodology to enable groups to understand their dynamics and 
effectiveness without the Interventions or facilitation from ‘experts’. However, It Is thought In the first 
Instance that a level of facilitation may be necessary to enable groups to understand the new 
methodology.
1.3 Is there scope for a self-help methodology to be developed to enable groups to 
understand their dynamics and effectiveness?
As ‘experts’ In the field of groups dynamics have conducted most of the research this has Inevitably 
given It something of an 'outsider looking In' feel. While the expert observer can see and understand 
much of the behaviour and how It may relate to group performance (how well the group performs Its 
task) It Is also possible to miss much that may be Important. It seems reasonable to conclude that an 
approach designed for the 'non expert' but which would allow groups to analyse themselves could be 
beneficial In terms of helping them better achieve their tasks. Thus, It may be useful to develop a self- 
help methodology to enhance a groups understanding of how certain aspects of their dynamics work 
and how this may affect their effectiveness. The purpose of this research Is to ascertain If It Is possible 
to construct such a methodology that brings together some elements of group dynamics to provide a 
framework that groups can use (with a facilitator. In the first Instance) to reflect on their own dynamics to 
enhance their understanding of these.
It Is Important that groups can reflect upon their dynamics as this could enable them to deepen their 
understanding of their Interactions and relationships with others. If a new methodology could be 
developed this may enable groups to be able to Identify potential pitfalls In their dynamics and this 
could allow them to try to address these by examining them or talking them through, which may 
enhance their effectiveness. Therefore, It could be surmised that there Is a need for a new self-help 
methodology (which may be facilitator led, at first; though there Is a tension here between this and the 
Ideal self-help group model, as these tend to be self perpetuating). However, this methodology could 
be developed Into one where groups worked Independently to understand some elements of their 
dynamics. This could prove to be useful In group’s self-analysis. It could create a middle ground 
between the theory and practice, which Is utilised, by experts and a self-help action methodology where 
practice Informs theory. Simultaneously, It Is Important to stipulate that this model would not seek to 
examine all the elements of group’s dynamics or to enable groups to become ‘experts’ In this field. It 
only focuses on those elements of groups dynamics, which are deemed Important to the construction of 
a new self-help methodology. These elements will be Identified by undertaking a review of the 
literature.
2 Literature Review
The Literature Review set out in this chapter discusses a number of elements, which may be seen, as 
being Important to group dynamics. This leads us to the questions:
• Which Important elements have an effect upon group dynamics when we are considering 
constructing a new self-help methodology?
How does the structure, behavioural norms, participation or roles of Individuals and the 
leadership of groups’ Impact upon their dynamics?
• Have scholars Identified other processes at work In groups, which may be Important to their 
dynamics?
Can any of these elements be used to develop a new self-help model of group dynamics? 
Each of these questions will now be discussed In turn.
2.1 Which important eiements have an effect upon group dynamics when we are 
considering constructing a new self-heip methodology?
It has already been established that a number of studies have been conducted to Investigate the 
different elements of group dynamics (see section 1.2). A number of these studies have similar 
themes. This may be seen as Important, as they have a direct effect on group dynamics. Each of 
these themes will now be discussed In turn (starting with group goals), to seek to ascertain which of 
these may be used to construct a new methodology to enable groups to understand some aspects of 
their dynamics.
How groups perceive their goals Is Important; group goals are Ideals because they are the alms or 
outcomes sought by the group members so that they can achieve their purposes. Their goals entail 
some kind of joint vision (Johnson & Johnson, 2003) as without some commitment to the pursuit of 
common goals, groups would not be able to achieve their desired ends (Deutsch, 1949,1962; Forsyth, 
2006; Johnson & Johnson, 2003; Lewin, 1948; Sherif & Sherif, 1969). In groups where Individuals set 
goals, a lack of shared vision could to lead to less effort being made by Individuals to succeed, as they 
will be focused upon attaining their Individual goals Instead of achieving shared goals (Lewin, 1948). 
Comparatively within groups where the vision of shared goals Is strong. It Is more likely that they will 
be achieved (Lewin, 1948).
It Is of great significance then that all group members agree on their goals and that they seek to 
Implement them by working towards them together. This may be referred to as a group’s ‘goal 
direction’. Shared goals and goal direction are Important because If group members do not have a 
shared vision and work towards this, they are unlikely to be effective at work (Campion & Medsker et ai., 
1993; Lewin, 1948; Molleman, 2009; Saavedra & Early et ai., 1993; Shaw & Duffy et ai., 2000). Goal 
direction can be affected by the working practices of the group, as It may range from being over­
controlled to purposeless.
At the one end (over-controlled), the group Is highly structured and forced to focus on their tasks. Only 
discussion about work tasks takes place, as nothing else Is acceptable. Group members rigidly follow 
all procedures; they may feel disenfranchised and powerless to take action because this Is beyond their 
control (Lewin, 1948). Individuals are restricted within these types of groups, which can mean that 
higher levels of tension may be present. This may lead to aggression or apathy among members, 
which could In turn have an effect upon the functionality or effectiveness of the group (Lewin, 1948). In 
groups at the other end of the spectrum (purposeless), there may be little structure or no formal 
hierarchy between group members. Often Individuals within these groups may Implement what they 
think Is correct, without, due consideration for what Is needed by the group (Lewin, 1948). The group Is 
purposeless, because they have no shared goals or goal direction to pursue together. Instead of being 
at the two extremes of over-controlled or purposeless, there Is an Ideal situation. For groups, this Is to 
have a balance between their foci, tasks or procedures to support them working towards their shared 
goals. Thus, Individuals are enabled to make clear decisions and take action within their spheres of 
responsibility (Lewin, 1948). These factors, namely goal agreement and goal direction, are the forces 
or bonds that bind Individuals to the collectively, and therefore are fundamental groups (Forsyth, 2006). 
In some groups, the power of these bonds, the feelings that group members have for each other and 
the extent to which they are prepared to cooperate to achieve their goals, will be slight; In others, they 
may be strong, either way, they will affect the group’s dynamics (Lewin, 1948). This will Influence how 
effective the group are at work. Therefore, group goal agreement and goal direction may also Indicate 
how effective and how Interdependent groups are.
Many have stated that the effectiveness of groups relies upon ‘interdependence’. Different definitions 
and operationalisations exist (Van der Vegt & Van de Vllert, 2001), for this concept though It can be 
described as the extent to which the Input of several Individuals Is required to complete a certain task or 
reach a specific goal (Wageman, 1995). Interdependence can be considered the “defining 
characteristic of a group” (Allen & Sargent et ai., 2003, pp. 717). Members of groups who are 
Interdependent are expected to “facilitate others’ task performances by providing each other with 
information, advice, help and resources" (Van der Vegt & Emans et ai., 1999, pp. 202). Thus, the levels 
of Interdependence amongst group members originates from a number of sources such as, task Inputs, 
work processes, goals, or the way performance Is rewarded (Wageman, 1995). Although more forms 
are acknowledged such as, ‘positive’or ‘negaf/Ve’ Interdependence (Campion & Medsker et ai., 1993; 
Deutsch, 1949; 1962), two different types are distinguished In the literature (Van der Vegt & Van de 
Vllert, 2001; Wageman, 1995). These are Ÿas/c’and 'outcome’ Interdependence.
‘Task interdependence’can be defined as the level at which group members Interact or depend on 
each other to perform their tasks (Campion & Medsker ef a/., 1993). Typically, task Interdependence 
Increases when work becomes more difficult and employees require higher levels of assistance from 
each other (In terms of Information, or expertise) (Van der Vegt & Emans et ai., 2001 ). It describes the 
degree to which a task requires collective action (Wageman, 1995), and has reported effects on 
Individual motivation and group effectiveness (Campion & Medsker ef a/., 1993). Thus, task 
Interdependence can be seen as a “structurai feature of the instrumentai relations that exist between 
group members” (Van der Vegt & Emans ef. ai., 2001, pp. 61). Comparatively, ‘outcome 
interdependence’can be described as the extent to which group members “are dependent on each 
other at work" (Schlppers & Den Hartog ef ai., 2003, pp. 781), are provided with group goals, or receive 
feedback (Van der Vegt & Van de Vllert, 2001 ; Wageman, 1995). The level of outcome 
Interdependence within a group Is determined by the outcomes that an Individual achieves (Wageman, 
1995).
From the above It Is clear that. Interdependence can be considered a concept that can be used to 
“accurately predict interactions among and effectiveness of group members” (Van der Vegt & Emans ef 
ai., 1999, pp. 202). Within groups, members depend on each other for the successful completion of 
their tasks. Both task and outcome Interdependences Influence the personal outcomes of Individuals 
who contribute to the work of groups (Van der Vegt & Emans ef ai., 1998). Furthermore, studies of the 
two forms of Interdependence have ascertained that they both positively correlate to group effectiveness 
and performance (Van der Vegt & Van de Vllert, 2001 ; 2005; Van der Vegt & Emans ef ai., 1999, 2000). 
Therefore, It may be assumed that the level of Interdependence amongst group members Is a useful 
measure of effectiveness. However, effectiveness depends on more than work organisation alone as, 
previous research has continuously shown that process- related variables, such as, conflict 
management (Somech & Deslvllya ef ai., 2009) Interfere In the Interdependence - effectiveness 
relationship. Therefore, conflicts, which cause tensions, may have an Impact upon the effectiveness of 
groups; because If a group’s tension Is high their cohesion may be low which could alter their 
effectiveness (Lewin, 1948). Thus, It may be Important to understand the effects that tension, cohesion. 
Interdependence and effectiveness have on a group’s dynamics.
There Is a relationship between Interdependence, tension and cohesion (Barrick & Bradley ef ai., 2007; 
Beal & Burke et ai., 2003; Deutsch, 1949; Gully & Devine et ai., 1995; Lewin, 1948; Sherif & Sherif, 1969). 
The concept of ‘cohesion’ may be defined as group members’ feelings of belonging to or being part of a 
group. It Is considered “an indicator of an individual’s desire to remain a group member” (Evans & Dion, 
1991, pp. 175). Higher levels of cohesion Involve friendship, trust, and cooperation between group 
members (Andrews & Kacmar ef a/., 2008), as well as Increased Individual helping behaviours (Ng and 
Van Dyne, 2005) and higher collective responsibilities for performance outcomes (Tjosvold and Deemer, 
1980). Therefore, It may be proposed that cohesion mediates the relationship between Interdependence, 
decision making and a group’s ability to work effectively together. In other words, the organisation of work 
In terms of Interdependence Is a premise for a group members’ sense of belonging and personal
satisfaction with their roles, which in turn leads to a certain level of group effectiveness. In order to ensure 
that groups' are Interdependent, cohesive and can work effectively their members need to communicate 
with each other (to resolve conflicts and reduce tensions). The two main types of communication are 
verbal and non-verbal. Non-verbal communication Is understood by observing a person’s body language 
to gauge their emotions at a particular point In time, whereas verbal communication Is understood by 
listening to the tonality of the voice and observing how It Is used to express feelings through language.
Non-verbal communication Is conveyed via body language. For example, members often communicate 
their feelings towards groups by adopting various physical postures. If their body language Is closed, 
they are Inhibited (Borg, 2008; Ekman & Friesen, 1969; Mehrabian, 1972; Moon, 1999) because they 
are not open to Interacting with others In the group. For example. If members are not Interested during 
group discussions, they will often look away or down at their feet, fold their arms and turn their bodies 
away from the group. Members appearing to adopt open postures, lean forward when others are 
talking and make frequent eye contact with other group members (appearing to be engaged In the 
group’s activities). Those who feel secure and have a strong sense of belonging are able to participate 
comfortably In the group are more likely to use open body language. It may be presumed that there Is 
a natural relationship between the circumstances of a given situation, the character of the group and a 
person’s behaviour. For Instance, If Individuals’ views are strongly supported by other group members 
during discussions, they will feel a strong sense of solidarity with the group, and their body language 
will remain open. However, If they do not, they may begin to feel Isolated and could even disengage 
from the group feeling Inhibited (Lewin, 1948). Therefore, It Is Important to place an Individual’s use of 
body language In context with the situations that they are In (as It may Indicate how they are feeling 
about working In groups). Verbal communication may also Indicate how Individuals In groups feel.
Verbal communication Is understood by listening to the tonality of the voice, which Is used to express 
feelings with language. Some scholars have found that effective communication Is essential to groups 
as It Is possible to tell how they are functioning by observing the way In which members Interact with 
one another (Bales, 1950). Thus, group tonality may be used as a measure of how groups feel at a 
particular point In time (Bradac & Hung Ng, 1993; Brilhart & Galanes, 1992). Tonal ranges Indicate how 
a group feels (Bradac & Hung Ng, 1993; Brilhart & Galanes, 1992). For example, where the majority of 
group members use austere or Intellectual tones. It may be seen that they are devoid of emotions or 
focused on work tasks. In comparison, when emotive tones are adopted, by group members they may 
be busy maintaining their emotional needs (Bradac & Hung Ng, 1993; Brilhart & Galanes, 1992). The 
Ideal for a group Is to adopt dynamic tones, which vary where necessary because everyone’s pitch or 
timbre changes with the conversational mood. Examining the non-verbal and verbal communication of 
groups Is Important; as by gaining a greater understanding of their communication patterns It may be 
possible to gauge If the group members are effectively Interacting.
Group Interactions comprise of many elements: ‘task interactions’are "a// group behaviour that is 
focusedprincipaiiy on the group’s work, projects, pians and goais” (Forsyth, 2006, pp. 10), whilst
‘relationship interactions’are centred on the social and interpersonal elements of groups (Forsyth,
2006). Both of these may be referred to as the ‘energy of the group. The energy of groups may 
range from being inhibited to delirious. When group members are inhibited their interactions are 
limited to discussing work tasks, and this makes their energy seem tense and subdued (Lewin,
1948). Conversely, there could be a frenetic quality to a group’s energy; their Interactions are very 
frequent, almost too high In number as each member Interacts with each other too much. Each of 
these can affect the group as members cannot work effectively together (as they are too busy 
focusing on their tasks or maintaining their emotional needs). The optimal level of energy would be 
stimulating and manageable from a group’s perspective, as members pursued their tasks whilst 
maintaining their emotional needs. This may be used as an Indicator to ascertain one aspect of 
group dynamics and could demonstrate If they are able to work together effectively. This Is 
Important as the manner In which Individuals Interact with each other may cause conflicts or 
Increase the levels of tension within groups (Lewin, 1948).
Tensions maybe signified by conflicts (Klein, 1928,1935,1940,1946,1948 and 1957; Tajfel & Turner, 
1979; ZImbardo, 1971). On the one hand, you may have groups where relationships are frail, as 
member’s relationships breakdown under the slightest amount of pressure. Members may not talk to 
each other about what Is happening and. If they have to communicate or Interact, this Is related 
specifically to their work tasks (Forsyth, 2006). If the group member’s relationships are fragmented, 
there Is less Intimacy; relationships are devolved and there Is little to stop conflicts arising (Lewin, 1948). 
On the other hand, some group member’s may need to express every thought and emotion to each 
other (Forsyth, 2006). In these groups, effusive communication Is highly Important (Deutsch, 1949,
1962; Lewin, 1948); member’s need to communicate their thoughts constantly In order to maintain their 
relationships. Comparatively, groups can have an ordered tension, which Is the Ideal situation; where 
there are few conflicts and the group member’s discussions alternate between their task and emotional 
needs (Bales, 1950; Tuckman, 1965). Therefore, there Is a need to balance the levels of tension within 
groups, whilst members discuss tasks or emotions. This could be significant because If they do not 
manage to balance these the group’s ability to work together and their effectiveness may be Inhibited. 
Thus, It may be Important that the task and emotional needs of the group be maintained by members to 
ensure that they can work effectively.
Some scholars have discovered that the group continuously divides Its attention between task-related 
and emotional needs (Bales, 1950; Tuckman, 1965) manages the task and emotional needs of 
groups. So, one key to group dynamics may be understanding how group member’s manage to 
balance their emotional needs whilst completing tasks (because. If It undertakes Its tasks effectively. Its 
emotional well-being will be appropriately managed, whereas a group could be less effective If Its 
members do not monitor their emotional needs or undertake tasks well (Bales, 1950)). Either of these 
could Influence how the group work together.
In addition to each of the elements already discussed the structure, norms, participation or roles and
leadership of groups may also affect their ability to work together.
2.2 How do the structure, behavioural norms, participation or roles of individuals and the 
leadership of group’s affect their dynamics?
Group structure can influence groups In a number of ways; one obvious but crucial consideration Is the 
size of groups (Lewin, 1948). Large groups function differently to small groups In a number of respects 
(Baron & Norbert, 2003; Mllgram, 1965). For example. In smaller groups a higher proportion of people 
are likely to participate as there Is potentially more time for each member to speak, whereas In larger 
groups this may not be the case (Baron & Norbert, 2003; Forsyth, 2006; Lewin, 1948). Additionally, the 
expected behavioural norms vary as the size of the group changes (Baron & Norbert, 2003). ‘Norms’ 
are the shared expectations of behaviour that dictate what Is desirable and appropriate In particular 
settings or groups (Asch, 1956; Janis, 1972). However, there Is room for confusion because the norms 
do not refer to what Is likely to occur, but to what we think should occur. In that they are “shared beliefs 
regarding what is normal, correct, true, moral and good generaiif (Baron & Norbert, 2003, pp. 6 ).
Norms evolve In groups because they are necessary for them to survive or to achieve their goals (Bion, 
2006, Forsyth, 2006; Johnson and Johnson, 2003). They are often associated with expectations and 
attributes linked to member’s social positions or roles (Baron & Norbert, 2003; Hollander, 1960). This Is 
demonstrated by the Stanford prison experiment, which was a study of the psychological effects of 
becoming a prisoner or prison guard (ZImbardo, 1971). Twenty-four students were selected to play the 
prisoners and live In a mock prison In the basement of the Stanford psychology building. Roles were 
assigned randomly. The participants adapted to their roles well leading the officers to display 
authoritarian measures and ultimately to subject some of the prisoners to torture. In turn, many of the 
prisoners developed passive attitudes, accepted physical abuse, and, at the request of the guards, 
readily Inflicted punishment on other prisoners who attempted to stop It (ZImbardo, 1971 ). The 
experiment even affected ZImbardo, who. In his capacity as ‘Prison superintendent’, lost sight of his role 
as a psychologist and permitted the abuse to continue as though It were a real prison (ZImbardo, 1971). 
This demonstrates how group structures or norms can affect Individuals and how they may adopt 
differing behavioural attributes In roles In various situations.
Various ways of conceptualising roles have emerged In the study of groups (Belbin, 1981). For example, 
Benne & Sheets (1948) studied small discussion groups that were engaged In problem- solving activities. 
They observed the emergence of task and maintenance roles among group members (Benne & Sheets, 
1948). Bales (1950) also researched group roles by analysing the Interactions between the members of 
small groups and categorising their behaviours Into task- oriented and soclal-emotlonal types. These 
early studies centred on the Individuals' behaviours within groups and the classification of these 
behaviours Into broader roles. Further to this, writers such as Belbin (1981; 1993), Woodcock (1989), 
Margerlson & McCann (1990), Parker (1990) and Spencer & Pruss (1992) have focused on group roles 
and how these affected group performance.
These studies suggest that group performance is a function of the number and type of roles group 
members play (Wageman, 1995). For example, the Belbin Group Role Inventory assesses how 
individuals behave in the groups (Belbin, 1981). Individual’s roles are based on their personal attributes. 
For example, an actlon-orlented role Is where, the Implementer’s strength lies In translating the group’s 
decisions and Ideas Into manageable and practical tasks (Belbin, 1981). Comparatively, LIndgren (1997) 
concluded that roles were behaviours one exhibited within the constraints assigned to one’s occupational 
position. For example, leader, manager, supervisor, worker -  and that, by comparison, personality traits 
were Internally driven and relatively stable over time and across situations. Belbln’s (1981) and 
LIndgren’s (1997) research shows that roles play an Important part In groups because they define how 
Individuals Interact with others, depending upon variable circumstances, as demonstrated In ZImbardo’s 
(1971) experiment.
From another perspective as Johnson & Johnson (2003) have put It, “roles define the formal structure of 
the group and differentiate one position from another"’ (Johnson & Johnson, 2003, pp. 24). Crucially, 
different social roles are often linked to different degrees of status or power within groups. For example, 
ZImbardo was the leader and the research participants followed his Instructions; leading this group, he 
was able to Influence their working practices. Research on leadership suggests that leaders can 
positively Influence Individuals (Barnes & Kriger, 1986). In relation to this, Lewin believed that a leader’s 
style was Important. With LIppIt, he examined three classic group leadership models -  democratic, 
autocratic, and lalssez-faire- and concluded that there was more originality, group- mindedness, and 
friendliness In democratic groups (Lewin, 1948). In contrast, there was more aggression, hostility, 
scapegoating, and discontent In lalssez-faire and autocratic groups (Lewin, 1948). Lewin (1948) 
concluded that the differences In behaviours In autocratic, democratic, and lalssez-faire situations 
groups were not, on the whole, a result of Individual differences but of leadership styles. Comparatively, 
McGregor (1960) believed that Individuals were Influenced by their own attitudes (McGregor, 1960). 
Furthermore, other researchers have concluded that If Individuals are unsure In situations, they will look 
for a leader (Bion, 2006). Research suggests that Individuals are Influenced by the credibility and 
trustworthiness of Individuals (Cook & Flay, 1978). Each of these elements may alter how much group 
members wish or are able to participate In groups depending upon Its leadership and characteristics.
Arnstein (1969) developed an Interesting model of participation, which Identified a typology of eight 
levels of citizen participants.
“The bottom rungs of the ladder are (1) Manipulation and (2) Therapy. These two rungs 
describe levels of “non-partlclpatlon” that have been contrived by some to substitute for 
genuine participation. Their real objective Is not to enable people to participate In planning or 
conducting programs, but to enable powerholders to “educate” or “cure” the participants. 
Rungs 3 and 4 progress to levels of “tokenism” that allow the have-nots to hear and to have a 
voice: (3) Informing and (4) Consultation. When they are proffered by powerholders as the 
total extent of participation, citizens may Indeed hear and be heard. But under these
conditions they lack the power to Insure that their views will be heeded by the powerful. When 
participation Is restricted to these levels, there Is no follow-through, no “muscle,” hence no 
assurance of changing the status quo. Rung (5) Placatlon Is simply a higher level tokenism 
because the ground rules allow have-nots to advise, but retain for the powerholders the 
continued right to decide. Further up the ladder are levels of citizen power with Increasing 
degrees of decision-making clout. Citizens can enter Into a (6) Partnership that enables them 
to negotiate and engage In trade-offs with traditional power holders. At the topmost rungs, (7) 
Delegated Power and (8) Citizen Control, have-not citizens obtain the majority of decision­
making seats, or full managerial power.” (Arnstein, 1969, pp.. 216 - 224)
This shows how roles have the potential to Influence the levels of participation that Individuals. This Is 
Important, as Individuals participating In groups need to feel that they can fully take part so that they can 
fulfil their roles. This could affect the ways In which members Interact with others or Impede the 
processes that are at work within groups (Bion, 2006; Lewin, 1948). These processes enable Individuals 
In groups to fulfil their tasks and effectively Interact with each other. Therefore, these processes may 
Important to group dynamics.
2.3 Have scholars identified other processes at work in groups, which may be important 
to their dynamics?
A number of scholars Investigated various processes In groups, for example, how groups have 
developed (Homans, 1950; Tuckman, 1965). Homans (1950) suggested that groups developed 
because Individuals share activities. Interactions, and sentiments. Comparatively, Tuckman (1965) 
developed a model of group development that consists of five stages. He conceptualised how groups 
would behave at each of these stages by predicting their Interpersonal relationships and task 
behaviours. Others have examined the processes of how Individuals learn In groups. For example, 
several researchers (e.g., Dewey, 1933; Kolb, 1984) have Investigated the use of reflection In groups. 
Kolb (1984) developed the ‘Learning Cycie’ {see Figure 2.3.1). This Is based on the belief that deep 
learning In groups comes from a sequence of experiences, reflections, abstractions, and active testing.
This 'cycie of learning’was a central principle of Kolb’s experiential learning theory. In which “immediate 
or concrete experiences’ provide a basis for ‘observations and reflections” (Kolb, 1984, pp. 21-22). 
These reflections are then assimilated Into abstract concepts with Implications for action, which groups 
can actively test, and experiment with, that In turn enables the creation of new experiences (Kolb, 1984). 
Further to this, Zull (2002) drew a parallel between the Kolb cycle and the way In which the brain 
processes Information (see Figure 2.3.2).
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Figure 2.3.2: Zuii’s overlay of Kolb’s Experiential Learning Model over the structure of the 
brain (2002, pp. 18)
Zull (2002) pointed out that reflection Is a search for connections and suggests the role of emotion needs 
to be considered in order to foster deep learning. Further to Zull (2002), Moon (1999) elaborated on the 
importance of reflection In supporting deep learning. She believed that reflection was a form of mental 
processing -  like a form of thinking -  which can be utilised to fulfil an anticipated outcome. In order to 
enable reflection, Moon (1999) believed that the conditions required were time, space, a good facilitator 
and a supportive environment (Moon, 1999), whilst the qualities of tasks that encouraged reflection were:
l-structured, ‘messy’, or real-life situations.
The asking of the ‘right’ kinds of questions where there are no clear-cut answers.
The setting of challenges that can promote reflection.
Tasks that challenge learners to Integrate new learning Into previous learning.
Tasks that demand the ordering of thoughts.
Tasks that require evaluation (Moon, 1999)
If reflection In groups was used to enable deep learning this may lead to a process where groups could 
understand their predicaments by themselves. This Is not a new concept and Is often referred to as 
self-help (Schlff & Bargal, 2000; Silverman, 2002).
Self-help groups have been around since the early twentieth century (Schlff & Bargal, 2000; Silverman, 
2002). For example, since 1935, Alcoholics Anonyms has been using a 12-step process that enabled 
alcoholics to beat alcoholism. Many other similar processes have also been used to help groups to 
achieve their alms (for Improving social support, education, or advocacy (Silverman, 2002)). These 
types of processes have enabled groups to achieve effective action by:
“The "Helper Therapy" principle - wherein those who help others are themselves 
helped
Positive Role Models - those, who have been through It, demonstrate to new 
members t h a t  success, coping and/or recovery are possible ("do-able").
Accessibility - there are no fees, so they are financially more accessible. They are 
also psychologically more accessible.
Pooling of Knowledge and Resources by members, so that all can take advantage of 
the experiences of many.
Acceptance - being accepted and understood, often for the first time.
Empowerment of members by their taking a more active rather than a traditional 
passive role.
Normalization - when Individuals see how their experience Is similar to others, they 
finally feel "normal."
Anonymity Is provided by many groups.
The Prevention Equation reflects how groups contribute to the prevention of 
psychopathology and stress-related Illness:
Incidence of = S t r e s s +  Constitutional Vulnerabilities
Dysfunction Social Support + Coping Skills + Competence
Groups provide social support, coping skills, and Increase competence, thereby 
reducing Incidence. To varying degrees, self-help groups serve a prevention function
by enhancing social ties and connections that can serve as a buffer to stress, and by 
promoting the competency of people to cope with stress and adversity for a full 
spectrum of life transitions and crises
• Options and alternatives are generated for resolving or coping with problems through 
reflection.
• Groups are a source of altruism and meaning because many human beings seek 
needed meaning In their lives and find It In helping other through their personal and 
group efforts.” (Silverman, 2002, pp 1-30)
Each of these elements enabled self-help groups (with and without facilitators) to understand and 
resolve their problems through shared reflection (Moon, 1999) and discussions (Chester, 1991).
Often, members understanding of the subject under Inquiry grew through undertaking this process. 
Therefore, reflection maybe Important to groups as It could be used to enhance their understanding of 
group dynamics and their effectiveness.
2.4 Can any of these elements be used to develop a new self-help model of group 
dynamics?
Based upon an extensive reading of the literature It seems that the construction of a new 
methodology that brings together some elements of group dynamics to provide a framework that 
groups can use (with or without a facilitator) to reflect on their own dynamics and aid group 
effectiveness Is possible. As a result, the following objectives for this study have been Identified.
They are to;
1. Develop a methodology that enables groups to explore their dynamics with a facilitator
2. Use this methodology to:
(I) Enable groups to explore and make explicit their behaviours/attitudes
(II) Enable groups to build an understanding of cause and effect In relation to their 
attitudes/behaviours and how these affect them.
3. Map the between differences between these groups to ascertain If the methodology has 
enhanced group effectiveness.
Through the Literature Review, a number of elements that would aid groups to understand some 
aspects of their dynamics have been Identified. These are shown In Table 2.4.1.
Element Assumption References
Shared goals ' It is important for a group to share 
the same goals
Benson, 2000; Brown, 1988; 
Cooley, 1909; Deutsch, 1949, 
1962; Forsyth, 2006; Johnson & 
Johnson, 2003; Lewin, 1948; 
Sherif & Sherif, 1969; Tuckman, 
1965
Goal direction It Is Important for a group to work 
towards the same outcomes
Brown, 1988; Campion & 
Medsker ef a/., 1993; LewIn, 
1948; Molleman, 2009; Saavedra 
& Early et al., 1993; Shaw & 
Duffy at a!., 2000; Sherif & Sherif, 
1969; Van der Vegt & Van de 
Vllert, 2001; 2005; Van der Vegt 
& Emans eta!., 1999; 2000
Interdependence It Is Important that group 
members are dependent on each 
other to complete tasks and 
realise that they must work 
together
Allen & Sargent at a!., 2003; 
Bales, 1950; Borg, 2008; 
Campion & Medsker at a!., 1993; 
Deustch, 1949; Ekman & Friesen, 
1969; Homans, 1951, 1961; 
Lewin, 1948; Mills, 1967; 
Schlppers & Den Hartog at a!., 
2003; Schütz, 1958; Van der Vegt 
& Emans at a!., 1999; Van der 
Vegt & Van de Vllert, 2001 ; 
Wageman, 1995
Effectiveness A group work must work 
effectively together to complete 
their goals
Beal & Burke at a!., 2003; Bollen 
& Hoyle, 1990; Campion & 
Medsker at a!., 1993; Evans & 
Dion, 1991; Gully & Devine at a!., 
1995; Johnson & Johnson, 2003; 
Lewin, 1948; Molleman, 2009;
Mullen & Copper, 1994; 
Saavedra at a!., 1993; Shaw at 
a!., 2000; Tekleab & Quigley at 
a!., 2009; Van der Vegt & Van de 
Vllert, 2001; 2005; Van der Vegt 
& Emans at a!., 1999, 2000; 
Wech & Mossholder at a!., 1998
Verbal communication or group 
tonality
The tone adopted when group 
members speak with one another 
Is Important as It affects their 
communication
Bradac & Hung Ng, 1993; Brilhart 
& Galanes, 1992; Moon, 1999
Non verbal communication or 
body language
It Is Important to understand the 
body language used by group 
members as this affects their 
communication
Borg, 2008; Ekman & Friesen, 
1969; Mehrablan, 1972
Group interactions or energy It Is Important to ascertain how 
group members Interact with 
each other to understand their 
relationships
Deutsch, 1949,1962; Forsyth, 
2006; Johnson, 1970, 1974; 
Lewin, 1948
The perception of group cohesion 
vs. Tensions within the group
It Is Important to understand how 
cohesive group members are and 
If there are tensions In the group 
as this will affect their 
relationships and ability to work 
effectively.
(Cohesion) Allen & Sargent et al., 
2003; Andrews & Kacmar et al., 
2008; Bales, 1950; Barrick & 
Bradley et al., 2007; Beal & Burke 
et al., 2003; Bollen & Hoyle, 
1990; Chang and Bordia, 2001; 
Deustch, 1949; Evans & Dion,
1991 ; Gully & Devine et al., 1995; 
Lewin, 1948; Ng and Van Dyne, 
2005; Sherif & Sherif, 1969; 
Tjosvold and Deemer, 1980
(Tension) Bales, 1950; Blon, 
2006; Klein, 1928,1935,1940, 
1946, 1948 and 1957; Tajfel & 
Turner, 1979; Tuckman, 1965
The balance In the group 
between maintaining their task 
and emotional needs
It Is Important to understand how 
much the group concentrates on 
completing their work tasks or 
discussing their emotional needs; 
If either these are considered too 
much this will affect their 
performance.
Allen & Sargent at ai, 2003; 
Bales, 1950; Borg, 2008; 
Campion & Medsker atal., 1993; 
Deustch, 1949; Ekman & Friesen, 
1969; Homans, 1951, 1961; 
Lewin, 1948; Mills, 1967; 
Schlppers & Den Hartog at ai, 
2003; Schütz, 1958; Van der Vegt 
& Emans at ai, 1999; Van der 
Vegt & Van de Vllert, 2001 ; 
Wageman, 1995
Table 2.4.1: Elements which may affect group dynamics
The list of ‘elements’ In Table 2.4.1 Is by no means definitive but throughout the literature, scholars have 
maintained that these elements are Important to group dynamics. Each of these elements (or 
characteristics) will be used to Indicate how some aspects of group dynamics are being affected at a 
particular point In time. They will be utilised to construct a new methodology that brings together some 
elements of group dynamics (by building a framework to enable groups to reflect on their own dynamics). 
Additionally, throughout the Literature Review each of these elements (see Table 2.4.1) has been 
Identified as a useful measure of group effectiveness. This will be used to allow groups to Identify the 
potential pitfalls In their dynamics and to enable them try to address these by talking them through with a 
facilitator, which could enhance their effectiveness. These elements are then the basis for the 
development of a methodology that groups will use to reflect on their own dynamics and aid their 
effectiveness. In conjunction with this, other elements, which are considered Important when examining 
group dynamics, have become known through the Literature Review. These are outlined In Table 2.4.2.
Element Assumption References
Structure The group’s structure may have an Impact 
upon their dynamics
Asch, 1956; Baron & Norbert, 
2003; Forsyth, 2006; Lewin, 1948
Size The group’s size may Impact upon how group 
members Interact
Cooley, 1909; Forsyth, 2006
Leadership The leadership of the group may affect the way 
In which members of the group work together
AbettI, 1997; Adair, 1973; Ballyn, 
2002; Boden, 1994; Boyatzis, 
1982; Colllnson, 2003; FIske, 
1949; Lewin, 1948; McGregor, 
1960
Roles The roles that Individuals have In groups may 
affect their power, status or participation and 
how they Interact with other group members
Bales, 1950; Belbln, 1981; Benne 
& Sheets, 1948; Margerlson & 
McCann, 1990; Myers Briggs & 
McCaulleyef. a/., 1988; Parker, 
1990; Spencer & Pruss, 1992; 
Woodcock, 1989
Development How the group develops over time may have 
an Impact on the group
Tuckman, 1965
Processes How a group work together may affect their 
dynamics
Blon, 2006, Lewin, 1943, 1948; 
Schütz, 1958
Table 2.4.2: Other elements which may affect group dynamics
Each of these elements may shed light on the group dynamics; however, they may not be used by 
groups to understand their group dynamics at a particular point in time (as each of these elements Is 
related to the situation In which the group Is working, which may affect the group’s attitudes or 
behaviours; they do not allow us to measure them or observe changes In behaviours that may directly 
affect the groups dynamics). It may be argued that It Is necessary to be aware of all of these elements 
as they have the potential to alter group dynamics. Therefore, the elements outlined In Table 2.4.2 will 
need to be factored Into the construction of the new methodological framework which will enable group 
members to help themselves (with a facilitator) to become more aware of some aspects of their group 
dynamics. This will be discussed In the next chapter, which outlines the methodologies adopted for this 
study.
3 Methodology
In this chapter, the choice of research methods, the theoretical development, implementation, 
reflections on the use of the new methodological framework and the choice of the groups to be used 
for this study will be discussed.
3.1 Choice of Research Methods
This research study adopted a qualitative approach, as It was based on observable descriptions of the 
characteristics of group behaviours, rather than on some quantity or measured value (that would have 
been utilised If a quantitative approach were adopted). Using this approach enabled the study to gain 
some In-depth understandings of certain types of human behaviour (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). It allowed 
the researcher to Investigate the why and how of group dynamics, and not just the what, where or 
when. It also enabled multiple constructed realities to be understood to an extent, (as these could not 
be predicted or controlled (as the Inquirer and the object of Inquiry Interacted and Influenced each other, 
so they were Inseparable)). This enabled the study to be placed In context, accounted for Individual’s 
perspectives, allowed the researcher to take an Insider view, to have personal Involvement and to be 
empathie with Individuals. However, this meant that the research could have been value laden (which 
could have made It difficult to distinguish particular causes of group behaviours from the effects that 
Individuals had on them as they simultaneously shaped each other).
Therefore, a central Issue to this qualitative research was the reliability and validity of Its findings. Critics 
have questioned the ability of qualitative research to replicate observations, to obtain un- subjective 
answers or Impressions of the phenomenon under study (Kirk & Miller, 1986). Others have commented 
on the reactive effects that the observer’s presence may have on the situation being studied and how 
their selective perception, or bias, may Influence their research findings (McCall & Simmons, 1969; 
Schaffir & Stebblns, 1991). During this study. Individual bias was addressed by using groups of 
participants to review observations and research findings. This also helped to counteract some of the 
subjectivity related to Individual’s observations, via the use of member validation (as the respondents 
were given copies of the observations and asked to provide feedback (Schaffir & Stebblns, 1991 )
(which took place throughout the data collection process)). Therefore, the acquisition of multiple 
viewpoints was consistently used to Improve the reliability of the research findings (JIck, 1983). This 
acted as a form of triangulation for the research during the data collection phase. Further to this, a 
specific research strategy was chosen for this study. Table 3.1 gives a short synopsis of research 
strategies that could have been used.
Table 3.1 describes how each research strategy differs from one another. At one end, there are 
conceptual studies, mathematical models and experimental research, which are objective. Inductive, 
and non-partlclpatory. At the other end, action research and qualitative case studies are subjective.
educative and participatory. Each of these research strategies (see Table 3.1) has a number of 
advantages and disadvantages associated with it. All of these were considered for this study, but 
some research strategies were discounted for the following reasons:
In depth interviews with a number of respondents - These would not have allowed the 
research to measure the dynamics of groups at a particular point in time; as respondents 
would have based their views on their personal recollections of events from their own 
perspectives. Adopting this strategy would have made the data difficult to analyse due to the 
lack of structure of the interviews. The results from these would also be susceptible to 
interviewer interpretation that could not be fully calibrated. Therefore, this strategy was 
discounted.
Laboratory experiments with groups -  This approach would have allowed the dynamics of 
groups to be mapped in a controlled setting. However, it would have been difficult to 
simulate the real life conditions that a group may form, develop or work under in a laboratory 
so it is unlikely that this would enable us to test the methodology in a realistic setting. The 
laboratory setting may also have affected individuals responses to the questions posed 
about group dynamics. Additionally, the groups chosen for the experimental research may 
not be comparable or may comprise of a selection of individuals that hold divergent views or 
that do not have any common interests, so for these reasons this research strategy was 
discounted.
Questionnaires or surveys -  These could have been used to measure the attitudes and 
behaviours of individuals working in groups. However, these would have been based on a 
collation of individual responses from surveys and not on a group-reaching consensus about 
where their dynamics were at a particular point in time. Therefore, we may have got a 
measure of individual's opinions about their dynamics but not the groups. The data that 
could have been produced from surveys or questionnaires may lack the necessary depth to 
ascertain why these individuals had thought their dynamics were like that at that point in time. 
The response rate to any questionnaires or surveys distributed may also have been poor so It 
may not be possible to effectively evaluate the opinions of Individuals that work In small 
groups (if not all members responded).
Each of these approaches were unsuitable for this study, even If they had been combined with each 
other they would not have enabled the methodology to be implemented In a real life setting, or would 
have limited the type and depth of data that could have been collated and analysed.
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For the purposes of this study, the research strategy needed to be educative and participatory so that 
the important elements of group dynamics outlined in the Literature Review (see section 2.4) could be 
examined by groups. The two research strategies that were chosen were case studies and action 
research. They had a number of advantages that would enable the theory of the new methodology to 
be tested in practice. The case study approach had a number of advantages in terms of exploring 
some aspects of group’s dynamics, including:
It was simple, direct, and to-the-point (Forsyth, 2006)
It allowed the researcher to examine the groups in ‘first hand’ detail.
It allowed qualitative data to be collated and reviewed.
It enabled the researcher to study groups, as entities in their own right. 
It allowed the research to be implemented in a real life setting.
However, it should be noted that this approach also had some disadvantages. These were:
The groups studied were unique (Forsyth, 2006) and this limited the extent to which the 
findings could be extrapolated to others groups.
The researcher, acted as an observer, which meant that they had to try not to be biased in 
their perceptions of the group (Miller, 1977).
Participants may not be honest.
The findings of the study were based on subjective, value-laden data, but at the same time, 
they could be calibrated to ensure that they were reliable.
Despite these disadvantages, case studies have been utilised by many researchers who have 
explored group dynamics such as, Armstrong (2006), Flowers (1977), Janis (1972), Mayo (1949), 
Schütz (1958) and Zimbardo (1971). This demonstrates why the case study approach was most 
suitable for this study. Additionally, an action research approach was also utilised. This was 
chosen as it had a number of advantages, such as:
It allowed collaborative and participatory case studies to be undertaken.
It allowed the study to be a self-reflective enquiry.
Both the participants and the researcher were able to take part in the research (Dick, 2000).
The enquiry process consisted of four phases a cycle of planning, action, observation and 
reflection (Kolb, 1984) which allowed the methodology to be implemented. (In other words, 
the groups were able to identify their problem, do something to resolve it, seek to ascertain
how successful their efforts were, and, if not satisfied, try again.)
Its cyclic nature helped a timely emergent research process to evolve (Dick, 2000).
• If the problems, aims, or methodology needed to change as the inquiry proceeded, the study 
could continue.
• It enabled an evaluative-reflective approach to be adopted. (This was based on group 
dialogues, so that issues could be explored while the enquiry process remained as open as 
possible.)
Participants and the researcher were able to learn throughout the study through reflection.
• It provided a close linking between the research process and its context, and it was 
predicated upon the idea of research having a practical purpose and of It leading to change 
(McNiff, 2002).
• The findings of the study were partially validated in practice (Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988) 
through an iterative process (early cycles were used to inform how later ones were 
undertaken).
However, there were also a number of disadvantages in adopting this approach. These were:
• The time the research took.
• The need to consider researcher subjectivism and bias in the data gathering and analysis 
phases.
• The approach taken by the researcher whilst working with the groups needed to be carefully 
managed (so that the groups were able to make their own choices without being influenced 
by the researcher).
• The researcher needed to have an awareness of their values or beliefs and how this may 
have affected the research.
• The results from the study and could not be verified or easily generalised through 
triangulation (therefore their validity could be questioned after the study had been 
undertaken).
• The action research process was messy and sometimes difficult situations did arise.
Due to the purpose of this study (see section 1.3), case studies and action research were the best 
research strategies that could be adopted. Simultaneously, the number of disadvantages of utilising 
these strategies such as knowing that the researcher’s actions may affect the group dynamics or that 
triangulation was going to be difficult needed to be considered. These were addressed through the 
implementation of the new methodology, which will be discussed later on in this chapter. Firstly, the 
theoretical development of the new methodology shall be outlined.
3.2 Theoretical development of the new methodology
The new methodology was developed by undertaking a review of the literature. A number of 
elements that were important to group dynamics were identified (see section 2.4). Each of these 
elements was referred to as ‘behavioural categories’. Eight of these were identified, however, it was 
also important to consider how the groups were interacting with the researcher (as this gave, a good 
indication of how they were interacting within the research process and provided the researcher with 
feedback pertaining to how much they were influencing the groups decisions or how the groups 
perceived that they were interacting with them). Therefore, a ninth element of observer interaction 
was added to the behavioural categories.
It was decided that each of these behavioural categories needed to be placed on a scale so that the 
group dynamics could be measured and differentiated from one another. The lengths of the 
behavioural scales were then considered. Scales from 1 -3  would not have allowed the groups to be 
in-between being task orientated or emotional. This would have limited their choices whilst they were 
reflecting on some elements of their group dynamics (as there would have been 18 options for them to 
choose from). Scales from 1 - 7 would have made the categorization of group dynamics too complex 
(as there would have been 63 options for them to choose from). Therefore, it was decided that the 
behavioural categories should run on a nominal scale from 1 - 5  (the groups would have 45 options). 
This would allow the groups to be between being balanced, task orientated or emotional (see Table
3.3.1). Each of the separate measures on this scale was referred to as a ‘behavioural attributes’. By 
using this scale, it was possible to narrow down the definitions of behaviour that made it easier for 
groups to observe and record some behaviour related to aspects of their group dynamics. As such, 
these categories and attributes of behaviour formed part of the research assumptions, because they 
determined the behaviours that the researcher and groups looked for whilst undertaking the study.
It was also decided that the scales should run from being ‘task orientated’at 1 to ‘balanced’at 3 and 
‘emotive’at 5 (see Table 3.3.1). This reflected the descriptions of behaviour that were in the literature 
(see section 2.1); as according to scholars groups are always concentrating on their maintaining their 
task or emotional needs (Bales, 1950; Bion, 2006). Therefore, each of the behavioural categories 
needed to reflect this. This allowed each of the behavioural attributes to be placed in order on the scale 
(so that observable behaviours that were identified in the literature were associated with maintaining the 
group’s task or emotional needs at each end (see section 2.1)). Each of these behavioural categories 
and attributes were then placed into a matrix (see Table 3.3.1) which was used by the groups to examine 
some aspects of their group dynamics. Another concurrent theme in the literature was that each of the 
behavioural categories identified could be used as an indicator of group effectiveness (see section 2.1).
If a group were working effectively by balancing their task and emotional needs, they would be at 3 
{‘balanced’on the scale). This assumption was built into the methodology. This allowed groups to 
reflect upon how some aspects of their dynamics affected how they worked together or performed tasks.
This enabled them to identify potential pitfalls and to try to resolve these.
Another consideration, during the development of the matrix was the description of the behavioural 
attributes (that were to be placed in the matrix for the groups to be able to identify the observable 
elements of their group dynamics (see section 2.4)). In order to ensure that the groups could use the 
methodology, it was important that the descriptions used for each of these were clear (if the 
descriptions of the behaviours were vague, such as ‘poor attitude or aggression’, the user of the 
methodology would have subjectively judged their behaviours. This would have made it difficult to 
measure the observed behaviours repeatedly. Therefore, it was important to ensure that the definitions 
of behaviour were precise and aligned to the findings of the Literature Review (see Section 2.1)). The 
group members also had the opportunity to revise the descriptions of behaviour throughout the 
research. This meant that the methodology became more robust as feedback was incorporated into 
the research process. Group members were encouraged to do this by reflecting on the behavioural 
attributes and their group dynamics (reflection was identified as a tool that enabled deep learning (Kolb, 
1984; Moon, 1999)). This also helped to ensure that the research framework and matrix were utilised 
in conjunction with an action research methodology.
3.3 Implementation of the new methodology with action research
The field under investigation is group dynamics, and human behaviour is complex. It could be argued 
that people respond, not to events, but to the meaning of experiences that they link to sets of 
circumstances. Therefore, explanations of human behaviour require more than simple causal, 
deterministic mechanisms; as human behaviour and experience are linked by muiti-determined factors 
embedded historically, culturally and socially in their living environment (Bion, 2006; Johnson &
Johnson, 2003; Lewin, 1948). To investigate these phenomena the research strategy chosen for this 
study was action research (see section 3.1).
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The action research undertaken during this study followed two cycles that were closely linked. This 
ensured that both the researcher and the groups were able to learn through reflection. The researcher 
(see Figure 3.3.1) used the first cycle.
Evaluate action 
and research 
(fill in reflective 
matrix)
Plan action (after the 1st 
meeting feedback results of 
recorded attributes from the 
previous meeting )
Figure 3.3.1: Researcher action research and case study process (builds on Kolb, 1984).
The second cycle was utilised by the groups (see Figure 3.3.2).
Iniitally discuss 
research and 
then plan 
meetings
Plan action with the group 
(if potential pitfalls are 
identified discuss these, if 
the group is willing to)
Meet with 
researcher
Record behavioural attributes in 
matrix. (Analyse behaviouriai 
attributes recorded in the matrix after 
the first meeting and discuss with 
group)
Figure 3.3.2: Groups action research and case study process (builds on Kolb, 1984)
Both of these cycles were used throughout the research process. This was designed in conjunction 
with Koib’s (1984) Learning Cycle of pian, do, check and act (see section 2.3). As can be seen from 
Figures 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 the researcher had initial meetings with the groups before work started. This 
ensured that ail members of the groups understood the research objectives and processes. At this 
stage, members of the groups were asked if they would be willing participants. They were told that the 
research was confidential, that it was based on them reaching consensus decisions through 
discussions and that they may gain a deeper understanding of some aspects of their group dynamics 
by taking part in the process. In addition, some of the difficulties or issues that may arise during the 
process such as, conflicts of opinions, reaching consensus or participant’s honesty were discussed 
with the group’s (at this initial meeting).
When ail members confirmed that they were happy to proceed, a number of meetings were set up 
with the groups. Often, these would be when the groups were already meeting, so the researcher 
became an additional member of the groups during these times. Before and after each meeting the 
researcher would fill in the self- reflective matrix (see Table 3.3.2) (see Appendices 1-18). This was 
used by the researcher to determine if their feelings or moods had an effect upon the groups during 
their meetings. As one of the difficulties of action research is that when the researcher, acts as an 
participant observer they have to try not to be biased in their perceptions of the groups (Miller, 1977) 
and they have to try to ensure that do not influence the groups behaviours (see section 3.1).
However, when acting as a participant observer, it is better to assume that your actions will affect the 
groups and to seek to ascertain how this influences their behaviours. Therefore, a number of 
measures were used to seek to determine how much the researcher was influencing their behaviours 
by using the reflective matrix (see Table 3.3.2). This allowed the researcher to deduce how much 
their moods or feelings affected the groups. Additionally, the researcher needed to have an 
awareness of their values or beliefs and how this affected the research. The matrix helped the 
researcher to understand how they may have influenced the group’s behaviours (as they were able to 
triangulate the group’s assessment of how they were interacting with the researcher (which was 
recorded in the behavioural matrices) and how the researcher’s feelings may have affected the group 
(which was recorded in the reflective matrices) (see Appendices 1-18). This was essential because 
the research findings were based on subjective accounts from the groups and the researcher.
Additionally, the reflective matrix was used to ascertain how the groups were building relationships, if 
the researcher had any concerns about particular individuals in the groups, how they were learning 
from the process or if there were any reasons why the methodology needed to be revised. Each of 
these was used to ascertain:
If any members of the groups were affecting their dynamics during the meetings (if so this 
information was utilised to triangulate the group’s consensus opinions with the individual 
actions or causes for concern to ascertain what was actually happening throughout the 
meeting. This enabled the researcher to understand the potential effects that individuals
actions had on the group’s dynamics).
If the groups were learning about their dynamics, their relationships were improving, they 
were completing their tasks effectively, they were learning from feedback through reflection 
and identifying pitfaiis in their group dynamics and seeking to address these as the research 
progressed, or if the group were still complicit with the research goais. (Each of these 
enabled the researcher to ascertain how closely the research objectives were being met, 
they provided the researcher with further information so that they were able to triangulate 
their findings from each meeting with the matrices, a detailed written record and recordings 
of the meetings. This was used to deduce how the tool was being used (see Appendices 1-
18)).
If changes to the methodology were needed.
Therefore, the reflective matrix helped to ensure that the various types data collated during the 
research process was placed in context so that any changes or emergent properties were viably 
understood. This also enabled the researcher to undertake an analysis of how the methodology was 
being used by the groups. However, full validity testing was not achieved for a number of reasons 
(this will be discussed in a later section).
Once the researcher had filled in the behavioural matrix, they attended the group meetings (detailed 
notes and recordings of these were taken for further analysis (see Appendices 1-18). The groups 
meetings would proceed as normal (when asked, the researcher would give their opinions, so they 
participated in the meetings). At the end of these meetings, the researcher invited the groups to reflect 
on the behavioural matrix and to clarify where the groups felt they were by picking behavioural 
attributes from the matrices (as an example see Table 3.3.3). After the first meeting, there was a 
review of the previous month’s behavioural categorizations. This allowed the groups to reflect on how 
they were progressing over time and to discuss the potential pitfalls in their working practices or to 
ascertain if they were working effectively together. Often, during this part of the process the groups 
needed to be provided with clarifications about the definitions of the behavioural attributes (so that they 
could understand the differences between them). During this time, the researcher’s role was to ensure 
that the groups understood the descriptions of the behavioural attributes in relation to their observed 
behaviours and to facilitate their discussions to try to encourage members to reach consensus 
decisions. This was important, as it was the group’s consensus opinion that was recorded in the 
matrices. As far as practicable, the researcher did not influence this (which could have happened if 
they made suggestions or tried to sway the group’s decision one way or another).
At times, when group members did not reach consensus agreement they were encouraged to discuss 
their opinions. This discussion was facilitated by the researcher (see Appendices 13-18). Once the 
discussion had taken place often, they would reach a consensus decision, however, if this were not the 
case each member of the group would vote on which behavioural attribute they wished to pick. Then
the majority vote of the group would determine which attribute was recorded in the matrices. The 
researcher did not take part in these votes or these discussions (other than to provide clarifications 
about the definitions of the behavioural attributes or to ask members which they felt were applicable to 
them if they were voting) as it was the group’s consensus decisions that were recorded in the matrices. 
At no time did the researcher interject seek to influence, force or tell group members to vote in one 
particular way, as this would have invalidated the research findings. Once the groups had reached 
consensus, the researcher recorded their attributes in the behavioural matrices and left the meeting. 
After this, the researcher completed the reflective matrices and their own version of the behavioural 
matrices, wrote up detailed notes from the meetings and saved the recordings of the groups. This 
ensured that the records from meetings detailing the group’s and the researcher’s opinions were 
recorded simultaneously, so that they could be compared later (see Appendices 1-18).
Researchers Emotions
Feelings prior to meeting (anxiety, etc.) y
Mood prior to meeting (content, etc.)
Feelings post-meeting
Mood post-meeting
Influence on group
Is group complicit with research goals?
Building relationships
Any concerns about individuals
Use of additional questioning to inform learning
Assessment for learning
How is the group completing tasks?
How is the group using feedback and ongoing 
data to inform learning?
Are the group members using the time to 
reflect on cooperative learning? r
is the group making learning decisions and 
justifying them?
Is the group building on strengths and targeting 
weaknesses?
Methodological learning
Are the assessment matrix criteria clearly 
linked to the group assessment or do they need 
amending? <:
Have there been any emergent properties?
How sensitive to emergent properties are you?
This was used by the 
researcher to assess 
how their moods or 
emotions may affect the 
group.
This was used to assess 
how complicit the group 
was with the research 
goals (by the researcher).
This was used by the 
researcher to see if there 
were individuals that 
were affecting the 
group’s dynamics.
This was used to 
assess the ongoing 
learning of the groups 
(by the researcher).
This was used to 
assess how the 
methodology and 
model were being 
used by the group.
Table 3.3.2: Self-reflective matrix
This aiso helped to ensure that the researcher could deduce if the group’s answers were similar to 
their own. This enabled the researcher to use the data collated to see how the methodology was 
being used (but no other individual interviews with participants or other forms of data were gathered 
to test the validity of these answers). Additionally, throughout the research, this allowed the 
researcher to reflect on:
• Whether changes needed to be made to the methodology.
• Whether they needed to change their behaviours when they worked with the groups.
• Messy situations that had arisen during the process and how these could be overcome in
the future.
• Whether the descriptions of the behavioural attributes were clear and precise.
How the research objectives were being met.
• Whether the measures of group dynamics were effective.
• Whether there was a relationship between the group’s dynamics and their effectiveness as 
the literature had indicated (see section 2.1).
Therefore, the research process was iteratively reviewed, to ensure that the action research 
methodology was working in line with the research objectives (see section 2.4). This review process 
allowed the researcher to reflect on the methodology and to learn about their actions.
In summary, the researcher and groups firstly discussed what was happening, then reflected on their 
actions and then planned to change what was happening (if they wished to do so). The understandings 
that emerged from this process of reflection were then used in designing subsequent stages of the 
research study (Dick, 2000). Triangulation was applied through gathering different types of data during 
the research process. The researcher (and the groups at specific points in the process) used this data 
to reflect on how the methodology was working and if the research objectives were being met.
However, during the planning and implementing phases of the research the researcher had some 
concerns, as they reflected upon what was happening.
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3.4 Reflections on the use of the methodology
During the planning and implementation of the methodology, the researcher had a number of 
concerns. These were:
• Will the methodology work as it was planned to in practice or would it fail to meet the research 
objectives?
• As the methodology was used but not fully tested, how could the researcher ensure the 
validity of their results and what questions may arise from this later on in the research 
process?
• Would there be emergent properties or questions that arose throughout the research process 
that could not be addressed by changing elements of the action research (or objectives of the 
new methodology)? How would these be resolved?
• Would groups be complicit with the methodology?
Would groups wish to take part in the research?
• Would the members of groups working with the methodologyfind it useful or would they not?
• Would groups benefit from taking part in the research by learning more about some aspects of
their group dynamics or would they perceive this to be another management fad?
• Would groups be able to use the methodology on their own so that that could learn about their 
dynamics and effectiveness by themselves whilst still utilising the methodology (but without 
the researcher present)?
Would group members be able to be honest with each other whilst they were taking part in 
the research process?
Would the researcher be a good facilitator or would the groups see their lack of experience? 
How would the researcher deal with conflicts and tensions in groups?
How would the researcher ensure that the groups reached consensus?
How would the researcher deal with messy situations?
Should individual interviews be undertaken to ensure the validity of the group’s honesty when 
they were categorizing their group behaviours?
These problems caused the researcher some anxiety whilst they were planning and implementing the 
methodology in practice. The researcher had to overcome each of these, which at times had an effect 
upon their confidence as they wondered if the methodology was working in practice, if they were 
competent enough to undertake the research or at one stage, whether the research would be 
completed as many groups were not willing to take part. This will be discussed further later. The 
groups that were chosen to take part in this research and those whom were not willing or able to, shall
now be discussed.
3.5 Groups chosen for the study
Many organisations were approached by the researcher to seek to find suitable groups to participate 
in the research. If the groups were able to take part, the researcher assessed their suitability for the 
study by using the following criteria:
• They must have fitted Benson’s (2000) definition of a group.
• They would be working in real world situations.
• They would attend meetings together on a regular basis.
• They must be willing to work with the methodology for a six month period or for six 
consecutive meetings over a similar period.
This ensured that the groups chosen were aligned to the objectives of the study (see sections 2.4 and
3.1). It aiso ensured that group dynamics were measured over a reasonable time.
A number of organisations were approached. However, many of them did not wish to take part in the 
study or were unable to (see Table 3.5.1). Each of these organisations were categorised in accordance 
with the following criteria:
• Strategic organisation - sources and provides funding to others; has a set mission, vision, 
and values that feed into a business plan, which provides a strategic direction for the 
organisation and its employees to achieve medium to long term goais.
Tactical -  may provide funding to others; has a plan of action, which is designed, to expedite 
the organisation to its desired short to medium term goals.
Operational -  receives funds from others; has no set plan of action but works towards short 
term goals.
Formal -  group has a set structure and individuals have specific roles and responsibilities 
within the group.
Informal - group does not have a set structure and there are no specific roles or 
responsibilities given to individuals.
Short Term Goals -  up to six months.
Medium Term Goals -  from six months to eighteen months.
Long Term Goals -  eighteen months and over.
Each of these criteria was important as they allowed the researcher to determine the differences 
between the groups and to ascertain other factors (see section 2.4) could potentially affect their group’s 
dynamics. This would provide the basis by which the differences between the groups chosen for the 
study could be compared to deduce if they would provide an interesting comparison to each other. For 
example:
From where they were positioned within a sector (which may effect on their structure or size).
• The roles that individuals had could influence their participation (see section 2.2).
• The leadership of the groups could affect their norms of behaviour and their working practices 
(see sections 2.2 and 2.3).
• The period over which they set their goals could affect their working processes (see sections 
2.1 and 2.3).
Each of these elements needed to be considered whilst choosing groups (see section 2.4) as they 
could influence the group dynamics (see section 2.2). Each of the groups that did not take part in the 
research is shown in Table 3.5.1 below.
From 2008 to 2011 three groups were identified that could take part in the research (see Table 3.5.2). 
Each of these three groups was from the non-for profit sector. They each had differing objectives, 
working practices, memberships, and structures, which fitted into a hierarchy (see Figure 3.5.2 and 
Figure 3.5.1). The three groups were the:
• Woking Festival Group (which was a grassroots organisation working at the operational end 
of the not-for profit sector).
Sheerwater Community Forum (which was a tactical group).
Berkshire Community Forum (which was at the strategic end of this sector).
Each of these was community development groups so they each had similar interests, because they:
Sought to resolve social problems at local level.
Ran a number of small projects to improve local areas.
Worked with multiple agencies and other groups.
Dealt with a variety of issues and problems.
Worked with people from a variety of backgrounds and areas (affluent or deprived).
Worked towards resolving issues that were going to sustain their local communities over different 
periods.
Each of the groups that did not take part in the research are shown in Table 3.5.1 below.
Organisation name Strategic/tactical/operational Formal/informal
Goals 
(short/medium/ 
long term)
Atomic Weapons 
Estabiishment Strategic Formal
Medium to long 
term
Oracle Strategic Formal Medium to long term
Vodafone UK Strategic Formal Medium to long term
Vodafone Group Strategic Formal Medium to long term
Kent County Council Strategic Formal Medium to long term
Surrey County 
Council Strategic Formal
Medium to long 
term
Bracknell Forest 
Council Strategic Formal
Medium to long 
term
Woking Borough 
Council Strategic Formal
Medium to long 
term
Guildford Borough 
Council Strategic Formal
Medium to long 
term
Reading University Strategic Formal Medium to long term
Royal Holloway, 
University of London Strategic Formal
Medium to long 
term
Surrey University Strategic Formal Medium to long term
Surrey University 
Student’s Union Tactical Formal
Short to medium 
term
Royal Holloway, 
University of London 
Students’ Union
Tactical Formal Short to medium term
Sheerwater and 
Maybury Partnership Tactical Formal
Short to medium 
term
Helping Hands 
Woking Operational Informal Short term
Woking Asian 
Business Forum Tactical Formal
Short to medium 
term
Goldsworth Park 
Community 
Association
Operational Informal Short term
Hook Heath 
Residents 
Association
Operational Informal Short term
Horsell Residents’ 
Association Ltd Operational Informal Short term
Knaphiii Residents’ 
Association Operational Informal Short term
Lakeview Community 
Action Group Operational Informal Short term
Lakeview Mental 
Health Group Operational Informal Short term
Mayford Village 
Society Operational Informal Short term
Old Woking 
Community Action 
Group
Operational Informal Short term
Sheets Heath 
Residents’ 
Association
Operational Informal Short term
St John’s Village 
Society Operational Informal Short term
Westfield Common 
Residents’ 
Association
Operational Informal Short term
Brookwood Village 
Association Operational Informal Short term
Table 3.5.1: Research Groups approached that did not take part in the research
Eventually from 2008 to 2011 three groups were identified that could take part in the research (see 
Table 3.5.2).
Organisation name Strategic/tacticai/operational Formal/informal
Goals 
(short/medium/ 
long term)
Woking Festival 
Group Operational Informal Short term
Sheerwater 
Community Forum Tactical Informal
Short to medium 
term
Berkshire Community 
Forum Strategic Formal
Medium to long 
term
Table 3.5.2: Research Groups approached that did take part in the research
Each of these three groups was from the non-for profit sector. They each had differing objectives, 
working practices, memberships, and structures which fitted into a hierarchy (see Table 3.5.2 and Figure
3.5.1), which allowed the robustness of the methodology to be tested within one sector but across a 
variety of organisational settings.
Woking Festival Group g;
Operational
Shearwater Community Forum Ê  v
Tactical
Berkshire Community Foundation
strategic
Figure 3.5.1 Hierarchy of research groups (in line with the definitions outlined above)
This provided the basis for an interesting comparison through which to use the methodology as each 
group was working at different levels within the not-for-profit sector. Additionally, there were 
differences between each of these groups as they each had differing memberships, structures, roles 
and goals (see Table 3.5.2). They also each had core members, which would attend meetings and 
take part in the research. Visiting or temporary members did not take part in the research study (the 
differences between the core and visiting members are highlighted in Tables 3.5.3 -3.5.6). The 
distinction between members was important; as if visiting members were allowed to vote whilst the 
group’s were reaching consensus decisions the research findings could have been skewed by the 
changing number of members, their differing perspectives or opinions, the different dynamics and 
experiences that these group members had shared, the understanding of the group’s goals or the 
roles that the individuals played in the group’s may have changed. Therefore, the visiting members 
were not allowed to participate in the categorisation of the group’s dynamics, which took place at the 
end of each meeting.
Each group will now be described in turn, starting with the Woking Festival Group, then the Sheerwater 
Community Forum and finally the Berkshire Community Foundation. The first of these groups 
organises the annual Woking Festival. The Woking Festival aimed to bring together members of the 
community and to raise money for local charities or projects (see Appendices 1-6). Local residents 
who tried to improve community spirit in the area have run the festival this for over ten years. An 
organising committee met monthly from February through to September in 2011 to plan and run the 
festival. This committee comprised of volunteers from a number of community groups, such as
The Youth Club.
The Senior Citizens Club. 
Sheerwater Community Forum. 
Neighbourhood Watch.
Each of these groups was based in Sheerwater. Other members came from other organisations, 
such as:
Locai businesses. 
Community poiice.
The children’s centre. 
The local football club. 
The Borough Council.
The group included a Chair who was a resident and others. The committee usuaily met on the third 
Tuesday of each month at the iocal community charity shop on Dartmouth Avenue in Woking. It 
discussed the organisation of the festival, current finances, arranging volunteers to help on the day or 
conflicts that arose (such as those amongst staiiholders when they wanted to seil the same goods (see 
Appendices 1-6)). New members interested in helping to organise the festivai were always welcomed 
(see Appendices 5-6). The festival was run to raise funds to improve the iocal community, so profits 
wouid go to a variety of projects, such as Let's Read Ltd., a charity suppiying extra tuition and books to 
schoois within the Woking area.
Each member volunteered his or her time to arrange the festival. The structure of the group was 
informal; although there was a Chair who presided over the group (but there was no hierarchy as ali 
members were equal; the Chair was oniy there to ensure that they achieved their goais). This was 
demonstrated by the effusiveness of the discussions that took place in the group throughout the 
research period (see Appendices 1-6). During meetings, there was no formai agenda; however, there 
was an informal one where members discussed what they had been working on (see Appendices 1-3). 
These discussions became more task orientated towards the end of the research period (see 
Appendices 4 and 5) as it was necessary to have a more structured approach to the meetings) so that 
members discussed all the tasks that needed to be undertaken) (see Appendix 6). However, there was 
stiii no formai agenda at this time.
During meetings, members were encouraged by the Chair to discuss their ideas, and then the group
talked about whether these were possible. For example, a number of ideas were discussed reiating to 
the activities that were to take piace in the main ring at the festival, eventually the group settled on a 
Wild West Show (see Appendices 1-3). Due to the nature of the festival and the different parties 
invoived the, membership of the group fluctuated, though there were several core members in the 
group (see Table 3.5.3). Many members visited and were only present in the finai few weeks as the 
preparations for the festivai were being finalised (see Appendices 5-6 and Tabie 3.5.3). During this 
time, the group focused on a number of tasks that each member had to perform to ensure that the day 
was a success (see Appendices 4-5). The characteristics of this group provided a good basis to test 
the methodoiogy as their goals were short term, and they had no formal structure or agenda. Table
3.5.3 shows the membership of the Woking Festival group.
The second group, the Sheerwater Community Forum, consisted of a number of individuais who 
represented the community of Sheerwater, in 2008. The Woking Festival Group had the same Chair 
(Member A) as this group (see Tabies 3.5.3 and 3.5.4). She was very active in the community and was 
aiways involved in a number of groups. It also consisted of a number of residents and a Community 
Development Officer. Ali the group members had voiunteered their time, as anyone from the 
Sheerwater community couid become a member of the forum (see Appendices 7-12). In this respect, 
the group was representing the interests of the community. Its aim was to heip reach resoiutions to 
local issues by working with the council and other groups (see Appendices 7-12). The forum existed 
independentiy of the local council, but engaged with them as necessary by inviting them to speak at 
meetings or posing direct questions to them regarding the muititude of buildings or services that were 
managed by the Council (see Appendices 7-12). The forum had an informal structure with one Chair 
that arranged and managed the meetings (see Table 3.5.4). All members had an equal right to express 
their views as they wished (which is demonstrated by the way in which the group interacted throughout 
the research period (see Appendices 7-12)). There was no formal agenda when work started with the 
group.
The forum met on a monthly basis. Each meeting lasted for approximately one hour in a local church 
hall in central Sheerwater. During these meetings, members discussed each project or activity that 
was planned or being undertaken and fundraising for future projects (see Appendices 9-12). Each 
project was aimed at providing better services for the community. For example, a bicycle-recycling 
project was going to provide young people who were out of work with an activity so that they couid 
learn new skills (see Appendices 8-11). Additionaily, guests from a variety of external organisations 
such as, Surrey Wildiife Trust, the locai borough council or church were invited to speak to members 
(see Appendices 7-12). The membership of this group fluctuated, due to the work commitments of 
some core members (and visitors changed the numbers over the course of the study (see Table 
3.5.4)). This was considered a good group to use the methodology, as it provided an interesting 
comparison to the Woking Festivai Group, in that, its membership, structure, and roles were different; 
though the two groups shared some members (see Tables 3.5.3 and 3.5.4 -  where membership is the 
same a * has been used). Observing the differences between how the same individuals, interacted in 
dissimiiar roies in different groups added an interesting dimension to the research. Tabie 3.5.4 shows
the membership of the forum.
The third group was the Berkshire Community Foundation, which had been running since 1985. The 
foundation was buiiding a Community Capital Fund to provide grants to smaii voluntary groups that 
tackled the needs of local groups in communities in Berkshire. The purpose of the organisation was to 
promote and support local giving for social good, benefit, or change, in Berkshire, to help:
“The elderly.
Children and young people.
People with a long-term illness or disability, and their carers.
People with mentai health needs.
Minority ethnic communities.
Those suffering from addiction.” (Berkshire Community Forum, 2011).
The foundation aimed to support smaller groups, which were doing vitai work but had difficuities in 
raising funds. Its vision was to inspire locai giving by creating “a strong generous community in 
Berkshire where people work in partnership to enhance the quality of local life" (Berkshire 
Community Foundation, 2011 ). Their mission was to “inspire philanthropy and charitable giving -  
connecting people, ideas, resources and needs to make a lasting difference” (Berkshire Community 
Foundation, 2011 ). In doing this, they were aiming to:
• “Buiid stronger communities and enrich lives by supporting organisations addressing need.
• Heip iocal people and organisations manage their philanthropy and charitable giving. 
Influence the critical issues and needs affecting our communities.” (Berkshire Community 
Foundation, 2011)
A Board of Trustees governed over the foundation, so the structure of the organisation was formalised. 
The office group, which took part in this research, comprised of eight members of staff who maintained 
the administrative and fundraising activities of the organisation. Each member of the group had his or 
her own roies and tasks (e.g., from managing grants to deveiopment of the foundation (see Appendices 
13-18)). They worked with philanthropic members of the community by managing funds that had been 
donated to improve communities in Berkshire (Berkshire Community Foundation, 2011). The 
organisation was run as a business, which needed to identify sources of income that couid be donated 
to others (see Appendices 13-18). This required a level of organisation and management, and an 
understanding of financial regulations (see Appendices 13-15). Tabie 3.5.5 shows the membership of 
the group. They had weekiy meetings that usuaiiy occurred eariy on Monday mornings. The agenda
for these was formal. Individual members discussed what they had been doing, what activities were 
coming up, task priorities and any other business that they wished to share with the group (see 
Appendices 13-18). Each meeting foilowed the same format. The core membership of the group did 
not fluctuate over the period as six members of staff were permanentiy employed (though two 
temporary workers did leave the organisation in March 2011 (see Tabie 3.5.5)).
The group was assessed as suitabie for using the methodology as it meet and the criteria and 
provided a contrast to the two other groups (see Table 3.5.6 and Figure 3.5.1) because:
• The organisation was run iike a business and was strategic (this affected the groups structure 
(see sections 2.2 and 2.4).
Individuais had specific roles and duties, which affected their interactions and 
interdependencies (see sections 2.1 and 2.4).
Meetings were structured and had a formai agenda (see sections 2.2 and 2.4).
• The group was formerly lead by one person (see sections 2.2 and 2.4).
Each person that participated had a formal role, so their participation was limited to discussing 
their own work tasks and those of interest to their ieader (see sections 2.1, 2.2 and 2.4).
• Their working practices were governed by the tasks that they had to complete; the processes
that they had to follow and the work that they had to undertake for their leader (see sections 
2.1, 2.2 and 2.4).
The other two groups were:
• Not run like a business so members could undertake their own self-imposed tasks, discuss 
what they liked and appiy their own working practices or foiiow their own processes (see 
sections 2.2 and 2.4).
Voluntary, so members could freely participate or not (see sections 2.1, 2.2 and 2.4). 
Unstructured, as there was only informal agenda most of the time (see sections 2.1, 2.2).
• Individuals did not have specific roles (other than the Chair) and they could decide what they 
wished to do (see sections 2.1 and 2.4).
Therefore, there were a number of differences between each of the groups chosen to take part in the 
research. Though each of these three groups was different, they aii had one common aim of trying to 
improve their locai communities by taking action on a number of ievels.
Table 3.5.6 summarises each of the differences between the three-research groups. It justifies each 
group’s classification as being operationai, tactical, or strategic. This provided an interesting backdrop 
for using the methodology in practice. The modei that was constructed to be used in conjunction with 
the methodology to bring together elements of group dynamics to provide a framework that groups 
couid utiiise to refiect on their dynamics and aid their effectiveness (see sections 2.1 and 2.4) shaii 
now be discussed.
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4 The Model
From the Literature Review, eight elements were identified as being important when measuring some 
aspects of group dynamics (sees Section 2.1 and 2.4) and a ninth eiement was added when the 
methodology was designed (see Section 3.2). Each of these elements had five behavioural attributes 
associated with them. These were then placed into a matrix (see Tabie 3.2.1). This matrix was 
deveioped throughout the Literature Review, building on studies undertaken by Bell and Morse (2005, 
2007 & 2008) and core pieces of literature, such as Lewin (1948), Moon (1999) and Bion (2006) 
amongst others. This enabled a number of assumptions to be attributed to each behavioural category. 
Each of these assumptions was then grouped into a number of observable behavioural attributes (see 
Table 4.1.1). Each of these categories and their behavioural attributes made up the research 
assumptions, which formed the basis of the new model. These were measured via a number of 
behavioural categories, which will now be discussed.
4.1 Behavioural categories and their criteria
The first of the behaviour categories measured how group members agreed on the goal that they 
were trying to achieve. The researcher asked the question:
Do members agree on the group's goais?
Then the following assumptions were used to seek to ascertain how much the group agreed on their 
goals. If the group had just formed, its shared goals may have been inconsistent because the group 
was at an early stage in its development (Tuckman, 1965), its cohesiveness wouid be low and the 
members would not yet have ascertained their interdependences (see sections 2.1 and 2.2). There 
wouid be a positive reiationship between the levels of cohesiveness (Deutsch, 1949; Sherif & Sherif, 
1969), outcome interdependences (Brown, 1988; Lewin, 1948), task interdependences, and the 
achievement of their goais. If all these were low, then the levels of task and relationship interactions 
would be low; it is likely, too, that there may be negative interdependences. However, if the leveis 
were high, it is iikely that goais would be attained because these iead to positive interdependences 
(Deutsch, 1949, 1962) (see sections 2.1 and 2.2).
If members agreed on a common mission and vision but did not agree on a shared goal then the group 
would be ‘inconsistent’ (5) because often members would be preoccupied with how they feit about what 
needed to be achieved, or they would be unsure of what they needed to do. In addition, they wouid all 
have their own ideas of what the goal should be, with the result that each individual was pursuing their 
personai goals, which superseded any group goals (see sections 2.1 and 2.2). In comparison, at the 
other end of the scale (1), there would be ‘no agreement’at all, because their goals would be related to 
tasks and members would be focused on completing those with nothing else being discussed or
acknowledged. The optimum for a group was that it agreed on its goais and understood their 
importance ((3) ‘Unison). Therefore, when the group discussed their goais their importance was 
already established and individuais wanted to invest their time in completing them (Lewin, 1948) (see 
sections 2.1 and 2.2). The behavioural attributes for goal agreement are outlined in Tabie 4.1.2.
The next behavioural category, which was closely related to a group’s agreement on their goal, was the 
control that the group had in setting and managing their goals. The more a group agreed on its goals, 
the more likely it would be to achieve them (see sections 2.1 and 2.2). This wouid be because the 
group members had a shared vision that couid be worked towards, and it was likely that their task and 
relationship interactions would be high so that they would be able to work together to achieve their 
mutually desired ends. However, if they did not agree on their goal and were task focused, they wouid 
not feel that they were in control of their work. Therefore, the group would have low levels of 
cohesiveness, interdependence, and poor interactions, so it wouid be unlikely that any group goal 
would be achieved (see sections 2.1 and 2.2).
Within the context of this study, this category was referred to as ‘goal direction’. The goal direction of a 
group was from over-controiied to purposeless. At the ‘over-controlled’end (1), the group was highly 
structured, formal and focused on their tasks; only content discussions took place, and the group 
members rigidly followed all work procedures (Lewin, 1948). Comparatively, in a ‘purposeless’ (5) 
group, there wouid be either a weak structure or an informal group (see sections 2.1 and 2.2).
Members would follow any ideas or procedures that they were offered, with little or no discussion. 
Members wouid go and do what they feit was important without attempting to coordinate their actions 
with others. The ideal was in the middle (3) { ‘Uniform). Here the group had a balance between their 
foci and work tasks, and procedures that supported these (see sections 2.1 and 2.2). These attributes 
are outlined in Table 4.1.3.
The next category was group tonality. This described the general tone that group members adopted 
when they were verbally communicating with each other (as through their variations, they wouid 
convey different meanings (Williams & Stevens, 1972)). The voice has five distinct features -  these 
are:
Tone: harsh, soft, whisper
• Pitch: high, low
Quality: controlled, uncontrolled
• Pace: rapid, slow
• Force/intensity: high, low (Bradac & Hung Ng, 1993; Brilhart & Galanes, 1992)
Therefore, the ranges of sounds that are associated with the human voice are vast (see sections 2.1 
and 2.2). However, for the purposes of this study they have been limited to five. At one end of the
scale (1), the tone adopted by the group was ‘rational’ because it was formal, serious, and objective 
(Moon, 1999). At the opposite end (5), their tone was full of emotion or ‘affective’: it was informal, 
emotive and changeable (Moon, 1999). The ideal tone that was used was balanced or ‘dynamic’ as 
the content of discussions changed, so did their tones (see sections 2.1 and 2.2). For example, if a 
serious subject was being discussed, this was reflected in the group’s tonality, but, if a joke were 
made, their tone would change to be humorous; so overall their tone wouid be dynamic (as it changed 
with the mood of the group). Table 4.1.4 describes the observable differences between each of these.
Group energy was defined as the way in which members interacted with each other. If their 
interactions seemed tense and ‘inhibited’ {^) members did not share ideas, their tenacity was low and 
relationships seemed formal because they tended to be less Intimate. Thus, members did not share 
their feelings they focused on discussing work tasks. Conversely, if there was a ‘frenetic’ {5) quality to 
the group’s energy, which seemed to be too high, or if members never managed to make any 
decisions as discussions jumped excitedly from subject to subject (see sections 2.1 and 2.2). The 
optimal level ((3) ‘Vivifying) was to ensure that the energy was both stimulating and manageable from 
the group’s perspective. Therefore, that members were able to work on their tasks and balance their 
emotional needs simultaneously. Thus, their energy leveis shifted with the tasks or emotional needs 
of the group (see sections 2.1 and 2.2). Tabie 4.1.5 outlines the behavioural attributes that may be 
observed in the group.
The human body expresses emotions in many ways (Borg, 2008; Ekman & Friesen, 1969). Facial 
expressions, eye movements and differing postures can and do convey different meanings. Innocence, 
anger, wonder, shock, grief, terror, indifference, seriousness, friendliness, approval, disapproval, 
exasperation, and many other feelings can be expressed through body language. The head, the gait, 
the walk, the carriage ail contributes to the ways in which body language is conveyed. Nodding the 
head to show consent or vigorously shaking the head to show dissent or disapproval are common. 
Therefore, group members communicate their feelings towards the group as individuals by adopting 
varying physical postures (see sections 2.1 and 2.2).
Individuais who wanted to disengage from the group have a fc/osed'(1) body language (Borg, 2008; 
Ekman & Friesen, 1969). They look away or downwards, with their arms pulied-in and legs crossed 
or turned towards their body away from the individual who was talking (Mehrabian, 1972).
Alternatively, members are ‘relaxed’ {5)-, adopting an open posture, which seemed sprawling and 
sometimes they made eye contact with other group members. Here they were not fully engaged with 
the group as they are considering their own concerns. The ideal situation was when people adopted 
an ‘open'posture (3). They leant forward into the group and made eye contact with other members 
as they were speaking (Mehrabian, 1972) (see sections 2.1 and 2.2). These behavioural attributes 
are outlined in Tabie 4.1.6.
Tension may be present in a group for a number of reasons, but was often signified by conflict. It was
usually shown in how group members interacted and was often easily noticed. If a group had ongoing 
conflicts that were not resolved, this made their relationships weak, as they would break down under the 
slightest pressure (1) { ‘Frail). On the other hand, a group that expressed every thought and emotion to 
each other are at (5) { ‘Vociferous), as they needed to keep sharing their opinions (see sections 2.1 and
2.2). The ideal (3) is to have ‘ordered'tension, where the group discusses both their task and 
emotional needs (see sections 2.1 and 2.2). The behavioural attributes for tension are outlined in Table 
4.1.7.
Groups that worked effectively tracked their tasks and their emotional well-being. The less effective a 
group was the fewer members tracked or undertook tasks (5) {‘Inflexible) -  for example, ideas were 
not being followed up or may be discussed at length with no decisions being made (see Appendices 1- 
18). In comparison, tracking may be so rigid that there was no room for deviation as the group was 
solely task orientated and stopping to check on members' needs became a disruption to the work that 
must be completed (1) { ‘Disjointed). The ideal situation was to manage their work tasks and emotional 
states (3) { ‘Flowing) so that they would work effectively together (see sections 2.1 and 2.2). The 
behavioural attributes for group effectiveness are outlined in Table 4.1.8.
Another key to group dynamics, which was highlighted throughout the literature, was that there must be 
a balance between the tasks that need to be completed and the maintenance of the emotional needs of 
the group (see sections 2.1 and 2.2). If the group was, task orientated (1 ), then their energy and 
emotional needs may suffer, which would affect the group’s ability to complete tasks. However, over­
focusing on their emotional well-being led to tasks not being completed (5), because the group at work 
had become ineffective. In the middle, there was a balance (3), which had been struck between task 
and emotional maintenance needs. Thus, the overall balance of the group was maintained by meeting 
their emotional and task needs (see sections 2.1 and 2.2). Table 4.1.9 shows, which observed 
behaviours, may be expected when classifying a group’s balance.
How the group interacted with the observer was important (as it indicated how they were interacting 
with the research process). For example, when observers interacted with the group and were 
‘ignored’{^), the group would be denying that there were issues that warranted further exploration 
(Bion, 2006); or, when the group ‘accepted no discussion’ {5), this also gave rise to suspicion. If the 
group members appropriately rejected or accepted the observer’s comments, then this was the norm 
(3) {‘Considered') (Bion, 2006) (see sections 2.1 and 2.2). Table 4.1.10 outlines how each of these 
behavioural attributes may be determined.
4.2 Uses for the Model
The behavioural categories and attributes in Tables 4.1.2 -  4.1.10 determined where the group was 
on the scaled matrix from (1) to (5). Each cell within each table had criteria behind it that indicated 
the type of behaviours that the researcher and groups may have observed in relation to the 
behavioural attributes. This allowed the group and the researcher to build up a picture of some 
elements of their group dynamics were working. This pre-assumed that each group would fit into a 
category based on the research assumptions (see section 3.2 and 3.3). In general, this followed a 
reductionist philosophy as it allowed group members to categorise where they believed their group 
behaviours' lay within the matrix and to consider changes to the balance of their dynamics and 
effectiveness over time (see Table 3.3.2).
If the group was mainly scoring towards the lower end of the spectrum (1 ), this indicated from the 
criteria that its members were feeling tense. Their energy, cohesiveness, and interdependencies would 
be low, they may be task oriented, not agree on their goal or share a goal direction, and they would be 
communicating in ineffectively (see sections 2.2 and 4.1). Comparatively, if the scores were towards 
the upper end (5), this indicated that they tended to an emotional response and were not concentrating 
on achieving their desired outputs. Each extreme at (1 ) or (5) rendered the group ineffective to 
complete any tasks or to meet their emotional needs (Bales, 1950; Tuckman, 1965). The ostensible 
‘ideal’ response was for groups to ‘move’ towards (3), so that a balance was achieved between their 
emotional and working needs so that they were working effectively (see sections 2.2 and 4.1 and Table
3.3.2). This in theory allowed the groups that were using the model to understand how balanced their 
dynamics were and how effectively they were working together. The model should be used for this 
purpose so that groups are better able to understand the pitfalls in their dynamics, so that they can to 
seek to redress these through reflection and to be able to work effectively with one another so that they 
can attain their goais (see sections 2.2, 3.3 and 4.1).
This model focuses on some aspects of group dynamics; there are other models that examine 
different phenomena. These shall now be discussed.
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4.3 How this model differs from or is better than others
Many models have been developed over the years to investigate group’s dynamics. Field theory is an 
approach that was developed by Lewin, who believed that behaviour was determined by the totality of 
an individual’s situation. In his field theory, a ‘field’ is defined as "the totality of coexisting facts, which 
are conceived of as mutually interdependent’ (Lewin, 1951, pp. 240). individuals were seen to behave 
differently according to the way in which tensions between their perceptions of the self and of the 
environment were worked through. The complete psychological field, or ‘life space’, within which 
people interacted, had to be viewed in order to understand their behaviour (Lewin, 1951). Using this 
approach, individuals and groups could be seen in topological terms (using map-like representations) 
(Lewin, 1948). Lewin also looked to the power of underlying forces, or the needs of an individual, to 
determine their behaviours and hence expressed a preference for psychological as opposed to physical 
or physiological descriptions of the field. He drew together insights from topology -  for example, life 
space, psychology (e.g., individuals’ needs or aspirations etc.) and sociology (Lewin, 1948). As Allport 
says in his foreword to Resolving Sociai Conflict (Lewin, 1948), these three elements of his thought 
were not separable. All his concepts comprised of a single well-integrated system that was gestalt in 
nature.
Another model was founded on ‘interaction theory’, the basis of which was that activities, interactions 
and sentiments may be constructed into higher orders of systems. This has been used to generate 
information about decision making, leadership, task performance, interactions and intercommunication 
patterns (Bales, 1950; Bales & Strodbeck et ai., 1951; Bormann, 2003; Garrison & Anderson et ai., 
2001; Gersick, 2003; Henman, 2003; Homans, 1950; Parker, 2003; Putnam, 2003; Weick, 1979). For 
example. Bales’ developed the interaction Process Anaiysis (IPA) system to identify and record the 
nature (not the content) of each separate act in ongoing group interactions (Bales, 1950). This has led 
to a number of studies on interactions (e.g. Hirokawa & Cathcart et ai., 2003; Keyton, 2003; Poole, 
2003). Although sometimes criticised for the exclusiveness of its categories, the IPA has been "well 
accepted as a sound method for identifying the communicative functions of group probiem-soiving and 
decision-making interaction ... [with] a iong history in communication research” (Keyton, 2003, pp. 
260).
An alternative model involving systems was proposed in the 1940's by the biologist Ludwig von 
Bertalanffy(1968) and developed further by Ashby (1956). Bertalanffy was reacting against 
reductionism by attempting to revive the unity of science (Bertalanffy, 1968). He emphasised that real 
systems are open to, and interact with, their environments, and that they can acquire new properties 
through emergence, resulting in continual evolution (Bertalanffy, 1968). Rather than reducing an entity 
-  for example, the human body to the properties of its parts or elements (organs, cells, etc.) -  systems 
theory focused on the arrangement of and relationships between these parts which connected them to 
a whole (Bertalanffy, 1968). This particular organisation determined the system, which was 
independent of the concrete substance of the elements (e.g., particles, cells, transistors, and people).
Systems concepts include system-environment boundary, input, output, process, state, hierarchy, and 
information (Checkland, 1981). There are many strands of systems theory and it has been used to 
explore a number of fields, from organisations and management (Senge, 1990) to engineering (Thome, 
1993).
Another model called ‘sociometry’ or the study of human connectedness. For example, Moreno 
(1953) viewed society as composed of units made up of each individual and the essential people in 
that individuai’s life. He called this smallest unit of measurement ï/?e social atom’ {Moreno, 1953). 
Another useful definition of sociometry is that it is a methodology for tracking the energy vectors of 
interpersonal relationships in groups. It attempts to show the patterns of how individuals associate 
with each other because, whenever people gather, they make choices.
The psychoanalytic model is another way to examine group dynamics. It enables us to understand 
groups through their interactions (dictated by their subconscious, that are associated with members 
early childhood experiences (Bion, 2006)). Bion (2006) used this approach to deepen our 
understanding of group dynamics. Finally, some researchers maintain that one may find relationships 
between individuals in groups or identify concepts by using empirical analyses for example, Simon’s 
(1976) Administrative Behaviour.
Each of these models have been utilised to examine group dynamics. However, the model that has 
been developed for this research differs from each of these as it has the potential to allow groups to 
understand some aspects of their group dynamics by themselves without an ‘expert’. It is theorised 
that it allows them to understand how they may improve some aspects of their dynamics so that they 
may become balanced (see sections 2.4, 3.2, 3.3 and 4.1). In this respect, it differs from each of the 
models outlined above, but at the same time, it has limitations such as:
It only focuses on some aspects of group dynamics.
It does not utilise a systemic or field theory approach to understand all aspects, which may 
affect them
It does not utilise detailed processes to find relationships between group interactions, 
conversations, connectedness or the unconscious motivations of group members
Instead, it is based on the subjective, value laden opinions of group members and the research seeks 
to allow them to explore their dynamics using the model. One may say that the model is different to 
those that have been developed before, but to say whether it is better than these would be an unfair 
comparison as they each have different purposes and orientations through which they seek to gain a 
better understanding of group dynamics (see Table 4.3.1).
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5. Findings from each of the research groups
In this section, the results of using the methodology with each of the research groups will be 
presented (including an analysis of what went well, what difficulties arose, and how these were 
overcome). The chapter will begin with a discussion of the findings from the Woking Festival Group, 
then go onto to discuss the results from the Sheerwater Community Forum and then finally the 
Berkshire Community Foundation. Then a comparison of the three groups shall be presented and 
reflections on the design and use of the methodology or model shall be discussed in light of the 
research findings.
5.1 Woking Festival Group
The work with the Woking Festival group started slowly as their use of the methodology was limited 
because group members were focused on their own ideas, so they were not able to reflect on their 
dynamics as a group (see Appendices 1 -  6). This made it difficult in the beginning for the group to 
understand what the matrix was indicating to them and on a number of occasions for the first few 
months, the discussions whilst recording the behavioural attitudes were long and at times, the 
redefinition of the attributes seemed to be the only subject under discussion (see Appendices 1-3). This 
may be because the group was in an early forming stage (Tuckman, 1965) or it may be because the 
members were unsure the attributes meanings (see section 4.1). Either way this did improve as time 
went on as the group started to reflect on their dynamics together, they stopped asking about the 
attributes meanings and started to work together as a group (see Appendices 1-6). On a few occasions 
when members became fraught with one another this did not affect their dynamics as the group was so 
focused on achieving their goal (see Appendices 3-6). Members discussed their frustrations, whilst 
discussing their tasks without their emotions dominating their conversations (Bales, 1950; Tuckman, 
1965) (see Appendices 3-6). Their group dynamics and their effectiveness improved as the festival 
drew nearer as did their use of the methodology (see Appendices 3-6). Indeed, this is shown in the 
written accounts of the meetings and how they recorded their dynamics in the matrices, as these differ 
little from the researcher’s behavioural matrices and reflective matrices (see Appendices 1-6). Overall, 
despite the limitations of the study (see section 3.2) the matrices seemed to enable the group to 
understand their dynamics reflect upon them and improve their effectiveness (see Appendices 1-6). A 
more detailed account of each of the findings from the behavioural attributes shall now be presented.
Goal agreement
Woking Festival Group met from February 2011 to July 2011 with one common goal -  to run an event. 
At the beginning of the period, during discussions about events and planning, individuals seemed to be 
focusing on their own ideas, areas of interest and preferences. While everyone contributed, some were 
steering the discussions away from the group’s goal towards their own agendas (see Appendices 1-3).
For example, the football club manager only discussed the five-aside football event and did not seem to 
be interested in other activities (see Appendices 1-3). Whilst the Chair focused on how the event was 
to be planned overall and other residents focused on their activities: children's games (Member N), the 
sound system (Member 0), parking arrangements (Member M) and so on (see Appendices 1-6).
At some points during the meetings, members had emotional outbursts as they would voice their own 
personal concerns or talk about why they believed the group should decide to manage a situation in a 
certain way. One example of this was when the members of the group were discussing Asian food 
stalls: there was much debate between the stallholders who had a commercial focus and other 
members wanting to keep this in line with the fund-raising character of the event (see Appendices 1-6). 
The group had just been formed, and its shared goals were inconsistent. This may be because the 
group was at an early stage of development (Tuckman, 1965), its cohesiveness was low, and the 
members had not yet ascertained any levels of interdependence (Forsyth, 2006; Wageman, 1995) (see 
sections 2.2 and 3.1). This is reflected in the behavioural matrices (see Appendices 1-6)
As the festival drew closer, the individuals started to agree upon which events would be suitable and 
worked through a number of ways to incorporate everybody’s ideas (see Appendices 2-4). The group 
members then agreed a common set of goals and events that they would work towards by June. Each 
of them understood what they needed to achieve as they had discussed organising the festival in 
depth. This is reflected in the behavioural matrices as the group started to move towards being at 3 
(see Appendices 3-6). They were all working together to achieve a common set of goals or events that 
would take place on the day. Each member had a personal set of tasks that had to be completed for 
the event to run smoothly. When they discussed their goal, they reflected together on how important it 
was and how it should be fulfilled (Moon, 1999; Schon, 1983), so they were working in unison with one 
another by the end of the research period. They were at 3 on the behavioural matrices by the end of 
the process (see Appendices 3-6).
Goal direction
From the beginning, each member agreed that the group’s overall goal which was to host a successfui 
event, to bring people from the local community together and enable them to raise funds for the 
following years festival (see Appendices 1-6). During the first few months, individuals all had their own 
ideas about what people would enjoy or about the role that they wanted to play in helping to plan and 
run the event (see Appendices 1-3). For example, some members wanted to run their own stalls and 
often focused on this during group discussions (Member K); others desired to think of new ideas so that 
the event differed from the previous year (Member C).
These different viewpoints meant that the individuals were working together to achieve their overall 
goal but, due to their differing ideas, they could not decide which way forward was best, resulting in the 
group’s focus being pulled in a number of directions (see Appendices 1-3). Members would focus on
the issues that were pertinent to them, and discussions would jump from one subject to the next (see 
Appendices 1-3). Often decisions would be reached but then the group would move on to discuss a 
completely different matter. The group did not have a structure or formal agenda, which may have 
impeded their effectiveness in the early stages of working together as they were not able to balance 
their task and outcome interdependencies (Campion and Medsker et al., 1993). This is reflected in the 
behaviourai matrices (see Appendices 1-3).
It was not until the beginning of June that the group members all started to work together to discuss 
and implement the same ideas. This meant that they were all focusing their attention on achieving 
goals in the same way. The group had struck a good balance between their foci and work tasks, and 
had discussed ways to support these (see Appendices 3-6). Their goal direction became uniform as 
they all started to work towards completing the same tasks in order to achieve their overall goal to put 
on a successful event. Therefore, they started to work effectively together and were at 3 on the 
behavioural matrices (see Appendices 1-6 for further information).
Group tonality
Over the whole period, the tone of the group changed with the content of their discussions (see 
Appendices 1-6). Overall, their tonality was matched to the content of their discussions (see section
2.2). However, there were a few occasions when this changed. For example, in May, the tone of the 
group changed as member 0  started displaying a more dominant attitude: he voiced his opinion more 
than others did, (he often started talking over them when they did try to contribute to conversations). He 
had many ideas and made remarks on everything that was being suggested by other members. He also 
commented on another member’s (Member M) failure to complete any of their assigned tasks. The rest 
of the group shared member C’s opinion and were resentful of member M’s lack of effort (see Appendix 
3). However, what was interesting was that this did not seem to affect the group’s ability to work 
together or change its dynamics during this month. This may because this discussion only ensued at the 
beginning of the meeting, and many other discussions took place after this (see Appendix 3). This was 
often the case with the group in the early phases of the research as conversations jumped from subject 
to subject and person to person, which is reflected in the changing tonality of their discussions (see 
Appendices 1-3).
After this, the group discussions were managed well, especially towards the end of the research 
period when members’ tones matched the varying moods of the group (see Appendices 3-6). One 
example of this was when the Chair expressed a concern that there were not enough funds to print the 
posters and other promotional materials for the event. The group rallied round and came up with a 
number of suggestions to resolve this (see Appendices 5-6). In the end, a new sponsor was identified 
and the posters and promotional materials were printed without cost. This was just one example of 
how the group came together to resolve some of the issues that they had (for further information see 
Appendices 1 -6).
Energy
For the first part of the research period, members of the group were engaged and excited about 
planning the festival (see Appendices 1-3). There was a frenetic quality to the group’s energy, which 
seemed too high (Lewin, 1948), because members never managed to make any decisions as 
discussions were jumping excitedly from subject to subject and person to person. Individuals focused 
enthusiastically on their own ideas and tried to work towards these without any formal agreement with 
other group members (see Appendix 3); this then had an impact on the other elements of group work 
(see Appendices 1-3). Often, their conversations would be fast or frenzied as they discussed their 
ideas. One example of this is when they were discussing the acts that would be at the festival, 
members put forward ideas but this was not finalised until three months before the festival (see 
Appendices 1-4). At the same time, though, they were still able to start to discuss tasks and to agree a 
way forward, and as time went on, they began to adopt a few ideas (see Appendices 3-6). Each 
member kept eye contact with each other and was engaged in the conversations as each one spoke 
about their individual interests.
In June, the group members became less excitable than they had been at previous meetings and they 
started to become more focused on what they had to achieve, given that the festival was only six weeks 
away (see Appendices 4-6). This coincided with an agreement as to the events they were going to run 
and they started working together as a group because they had a number of tasks to perform over a 
short period (Forsyth, 2006). The energy became balanced; their conversations were less frenzied as 
they all agreed upon what needed to be done (see Appendices 3-6). The speed of their interactions 
started to slow down as they started to discuss the actual tasks that each person needed to complete. 
They were able to stay interested and engaged in their discussions -  their approach became structured 
as can be seen by the changes in the matrices and written accounts over the research period (see 
Appendices 3-6 for further information).
Communication
The communication between group members varied over the research period (see Appendices 1-6). 
During the first month, members were relaxed. They often adopted an open posture and made 
frequent eye contact with each other. At times, when they were interested in the conversation topic, 
they started to lean forwards as they became more interested, thereby demonstrating that they 
wished to engage with others (Moon, 1999). This was because individuals were often interested in 
specific topics that were being discussed by the group, in May, member C’s communication style was 
overriding as it dominated the group. This had an impact on the group because most of the other 
members disengaged from the conversation: they looked away, their body language changed and 
they did not seem to share their thoughts with others (see Appendix 3). Only a few spoke to each 
other during this time. Over the course of the next few months, once the group members had all
agreed on the events that would take place at the festival, their communication again became more 
open (see Appendices 4-6). This enabled the group to communicate and work effectively (see 
Appendices 1-6 for further information).
Tension
From the beginning, the tension in the group had been related to members each having their own 
interests and ideas. They discussed their ideas, started to share their thoughts, and considered tasks 
that needed to be completed (see Appendices 1-3). Tension was often signified by conflict and 
became apparent through the way in which group members interacted as often members would 
express their concerns to others. An incident that took place in May (see Appendix 3) is a good 
example of such an occurrence as tension only arose when one member tried to focus the others in the 
group on an idea that they thought took priority over all the others (see Appendices 1-3). Another 
example of this was the discussion initiated by member B on how important it was that stallholders 
were there not to make a personal profit but to do their best for the charity (see Appendices 1-3).
During the latter part of the research period, the tension in the group lessened, as there were fewer 
conflicts between members as they started to focus on a set number of events and ideas that they 
had agreed to work towards (see Appendices 3-6). During this period, some members did try to 
dominate the group by focusing the discussions on their individual concerns. However, the tension 
did not have a significant impact upon the group, as conflicts did not arise at this time (see 
Appendices 3-6). This indicates that their cohesiveness became stronger over the period as did their 
effectiveness (see Appendices 1-6 for further information).
Effectiveness
During the early stages of the research, some of the members of the group were focused on discussing 
their ideas, some on tasks or their personal interests or situations (see Appendices 1-3). For the first 
two months, most discussions were iterative as ideas were suggested and discussed but the group 
made no decisions (see Appendices 1-2). The group was not effective as they did not track or 
undertake tasks. Their cohesiveness and interdependence was low as individuals in the group focused 
on their personal concerns so they were ineffective (see section 2 .2 ).
As time went on, members started to acknowledge others’ ideas (see Appendices 3-6). The group 
started to share and discuss their tasks, agreeing on them. As the group members started to 
formulate a firmer plan through discussion, they seemed to become less focused on their individual 
interests. Discussions became less emotive and individuals started to agree on common tasks or 
goals because this started to make sense to them. They began to suppress their personal opinions 
and listen to others, so their interdependences started to grow as they increasingly relied upon each
other to get tasks completed (see Appendices 3-6).
As the festival approached, the members worked effectively because their levels of interdependence 
and cohesiveness were high. There was less tension, which enabled them to work together. They had 
shared goals and good levels of communication. They tracked their tasks through discussion and their 
emotional well-being was managed through them sharing their concerns (see Appendices 1-6 for further 
information).
Balance
During the early months of the research period, members of the group who attended meetings were 
all focused on putting across their own ideas and discussing what was concerning them personally 
(see Appendices 1-3). The group was emotive and did not manage to make any decisions or focus 
on completing particular tasks. As they were over-focusing on their emotionai well-being, the group 
at work was ineffective and tasks were not being completed. Over time, members started to consider 
the ideas that others wished to discuss, they began to consider and plan group tasks. Individuals 
started to work with others and put their own interests to one side, and their task interdependencies 
grew (see Appendices 3-6). The group became focused upon making decisions and began to 
discuss common shared concerns.
Towards the end of the research period, the members agreed on events that they wished to run at the 
festival so they were all focused on working towards the same goals (see Appendices 4-6). At the 
same time, individuals were still able to voice their concerns to the group because this did not stop 
them from focusing on completing their tasks. In this respect, decision making in the group became 
more democratic. Some asked others for feedback on their work and they tried to assist one another 
with problem solving so their cohesiveness improved as fewer conflicts arose (see Appendices 4-6). 
Their interdependences became stronger, as did their cohesiveness and effectiveness. Overall, the 
group became balanced over the research period; the members focused on their tasks but managed 
their emotional needs by discussing topics of concern (see Appendices 1-6 for further information).
Observer interaction
Throughout the research period, comments were discussed (see Appendices 1-6). In the early phase 
of the research, discussions were about clarifications of the methodology (see Appendices 1-3). 
However, as time went on, the questions became more focused on how the group members could 
improve their working practices (see Appendices 3-6); these were often asked by members as they 
reflected on the previous months’ results and what the measures in the methodology could tell them 
about how they were working together (see Appendices 1-6 for further information).
Further to this, Figure 5.1.1 shows a full map of the changing patterns of the group over the research 
period. On the horizontal axis of the grid is the number that the behavioural category scored from 1-5. 
On the vertical axis is the month in which the research was undertaken. Then on the grid there are 
nine different coloured lines, each of which represents a behavioural category (such as goal 
agreement, goal direction, group tonality, energy, communication, tension, effectiveness, balance, or 
observer interaction). The figure shows how each these behavioural categorizations changed over the 
research period for the group (see Appendices 1-6 for further information).
Figure 5.1.1 shows that there were some clear correlations between the different behavioural 
categories within the Woking Festival Group; for the whole research period between goal direction, 
tension, energy and balance. This demonstrates that these factors had an effect on the group 
dynamics and the functionality of this group during the research period (see Appendices 1-6). The 
Woking Festival Group had one main correlation throughout the whole period between goal direction, 
tension, energy and balance. At the start of the period, energy and tension were high because the 
group had not agreed a common set of ideas to work towards and this had an impact on its overall 
balance. This was reflected in their goal agreement at the beginning, the group had one overall goal 
but no common set of tasks. As time went on, members agreed on a common set of tasks, which they 
had to complete, and this was reflected in the reduced tension (or increased cohesiveness) of the 
group, manageable energy levels and the goal direction of the group improved (see Appendices 1-6 
for further information).
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5.2 Sheerwater Community Forum
The work with the Sheerwater Community Forum was undertaken in 2008. To begin with, their use of 
the methodology was iimited as most group members were working in sub-groups or on their own 
ideas, so they could not reflect on their dynamics as a group (see Appendices 7 -9). During the first 
few months, the discussions whilst recording the behaviourai attitudes were lengthy and at times, the 
redefinition of the attributes seemed to be the only subject under discussion. Members did seem to 
agree where they were on the matrices (see Appendices 7 -9). This may be because the group was in 
an early forming stage (Tuckman, 1965) as members had not worked in one group together before or it 
may be because the members were unsure of the attributes meanings. However, this did improve as 
time went (see Appendices 9 -12). Surprisingly despite their different foci, each of the sub-groups and 
individuals in this group did manage to agree on their overall goal. In the latter stages of the research, 
they started to reflect upon their needs together (see Appendices 7 -12), their group dynamics and 
effectiveness improved, as did their use of the methodology (see Appendices 9 -12). This is reflected 
in the written accounts of their meetings and how they recorded their dynamics in the matrices (as 
these differed little from the researcher’s behaviourai matrices or reflective matrices (see Appendices 9 
-12)). Overall, despite the limitations of the study, the matrices seemed to enable the group to 
understand their dynamics reflect upon them and improve their effectiveness, (as the individuals and 
sub-groups disappeared in the latter stages of the research (see Appendices 7-12)). A more detailed 
account of each of the findings from the behavioural attributes shall now be presented.
Goal agreement
During the research period, the Sheerwater Community Forum did agree that they wished to improve 
their local community: this was their mission. However, they did not always agree on their tasks as 
group members had a wide range of interests, which they felt needed to be addressed (see 
Appendices 7 -9). individuals had their own ideas and preferences, which they thought were equally 
important and this was what they wanted to discuss at meetings. For example, two group members 
(Members D and E) were from a Neighbourhood Watch group and they felt that the forum should 
concentrate on reducing crime by working with the police and local community organisations (see 
Appendices 7 -9). This made the group inconsistent because the members were often preoccupied 
with how they felt about what needed to be achieved (Forsyth, 2006; Johnson & Johnson, 2003). in 
addition, they each had their own ideas of what the goals should be (Members A, D and E) and each 
individual was pursuing their personal goals, which superseded the group’s mission (see Appendices 7 
-9). Over the entire research period, these individuals slowly started to agree which tasks the group 
needed to focus on. The group agreed on their goals and understood their importance (see 
Appendices 9-12). This is reflected in the written accounts and matrices, which were used to record 
the meetings and behaviourai attributes throughout the research (see Appendices 7 -12).
Goal direction
The members of the group shared a common mission in that they wanted to improve their iocai 
environment, but ail members also came to the group meetings with their own ideas about how this 
should be achieved (Members A, D and E) (see Appendices 7 -9). The group was clear about its 
mission from the beginning but there were issues surrounding how this could be tackled and broken 
down into goals and tasks (Forsyth, 2006; Wageman, 1995). This made their goal direction 
purposeless at the beginning of the research period (see Appendices 7 -9). The group was informal 
and members just discussed any idea that was offered to them, with little or no consideration (see 
Appendices 7 -9).
Some members discussed what they felt was important to the group without attempting to coordinate 
their thoughts with others. This led to the group having low cohesiveness and interdependencies in 
the early stages of the research (see Appendices 7 -9). However, later after a number of ideas had 
been put forward and discussed, members started to agree on a few projects that each of them 
thought would benefit the community. Therefore, the group’s goal direction became uniform over the 
last few months of the research (see Appendices 9 -12). This is because the group members had a 
shared mission, tasks and goals that they worked towards. The group managed to strike a balance 
between their foci and work tasks (see Appendices 7-12 for further information).
Group tonality
During the early stages of the study, the group member’s tonality was emotional. Often individuals 
would focus the conversation on topics that were important to them (Lewin, 1948). At times, their tone 
would be fast, their pitch or timbre would vary with the amount of emotional emphasis (when they were 
making a point that was important to them) (see Appendices 7 -9). However, at other times, when 
they were disinterested, they would often not say anything or they would just flatly agree by just 
nodding their heads or not responding to the group member that was speaking (Moon, 1999).
Therefore, the tonality of the group was full of emotion as it was changeable and subjective (see 
Appendices 7 -9). In March their tonality became flat, this was made evident in that there was little 
change in their tone, pitch or timbre. This seemed to be because the group discussion was restricted, 
as a formalised agenda had been introduced. Members did not have the chance to say what they 
wanted to and they may have felt inhibited because of this (see Appendices 7 -9). By the end of the 
research period, the group’s tonality became more aligned to the nature of their discussions (as the 
content of the discussion changed, so did their tone; members became used to the formal agenda and 
started to discuss issues around it (see Appendices 7-12 for further information)).
Energy
The energy of the Sheerwater Community Forum varied over the research period. Initially the members
excitedly discussed some ideas, which they felt the group needed to address (Lewin, 1948). 
Interactions between all members were limited because there pockets of individuals who tried to focus 
the group's attention on their goals (Members D and E) as they did not agree on the group’s tasks (see 
Appendices 7 -9). However, the members were excitable, which at times made their energy levels 
seem over enthusiastic.
Eventually, after a few months, the group members started to share why they thought these tasks were 
important (see Appendices 8  -10). Then at the end of the research period, their energy became 
balanced as the members started to focus on what was important to them as a group and not on their 
individual concerns (Moon, 1999). They shared their ideas and discussed varying issues that they felt 
were important to them (see Appendices 9 -12). The energy was both stimulating and manageable 
from the group’s perspective as they had shared ideas and agreed outputs (Forsyth, 2006). Members 
were neither over-controlled nor too emotional: they were able to work on their tasks and balance their 
emotions needs at the same time (see Appendices 7-12 for further information).
Communication
Communication in the Sheerwater Community Forum fluctuated over the research period. During the 
first month, members were relaxed (Moon, 1999). At times, when they were interested in the 
conversation topic, they started to lean forwards, thereby demonstrating that they wished to engage 
with the other individuals (see Appendices 7-9). Often, the group would be excited by a number of 
ideas that were being discussed that were of particular interest them (Members D and E) (at this point 
in time only a few people would disengage, with their body language becoming closed, while others 
remained fully involved in the conversation (see Appendices 7 -9)). The introduction of a new agenda 
caused some members to disengage (Members D and E) from the group as they did not get to speak 
openly about what was important to them (see Appendices 7 -9). However, after the first meeting 
when the agenda was introduced this issue was resolved (see Appendices 9-11). Finally, once they 
had all had the opportunity to discuss and work on their ideas, the group’s communication became 
open (see Appendices 7-12 for further information).
Tension
During the research period, the tension in the Sheerwater Community Forum varied. During the first 
few months, members focused on their own needs and interests during discussions. Tensions 
stemmed from individuals (Members D and E) as they had conflicting viewpoints (see Appendices 7 -  
9). After this period, the group agreed on a number of tasks and ideas that they could work towards.
They still were fragmented though, because they did not all feel that these tasks and ideas were what 
the group should be focusing on. Members (D and E) felt that the group should focus more on crime
prevention and working with the police to reduce incidents in the local community. Therefore, there 
were a few minor conflicts, but over time, these started to reduce (see Appendices 8-11).
During the end of the research period, the group members did reach consensus on the tasks that they 
were working towards (see Appendices 9 -12). Consequently, there was little conflict in the group 
because members amicably discussed their differences of opinion and started to work together 
cohesively (see Appendices 7-12 for further information).
Effectiveness
When the Sheerwater Community Forum initially met, individuals were ail focused on their own ideas 
and areas of concern that they felt the group should address (see Appendices 7 -9). This led to the 
group being ineffective (Bales, 1950; Tuckman, 1965). As time passed, members started to consider 
others’ ideas and the discussions became less emotive. Though some were still focused on their 
individual concerns, they began to discuss tasks that the group could complete and the group became 
more effective (see Appendices 8-11). By the end of the research period, they were working 
effectively together -  they had high levels of interdependence, and cohesiveness; shared goals, 
reasonable levels of communication; they tracked their tasks and their concerns were discussed 
openly during their meetings (see Appendices 7-12 for further information).
Balance
Over the first few months of the research, the group focused on their individual emotional needs. Each 
member had come to discuss (Members D and E) and share their concerns and they had strong 
opinions about what the group should focus upon (see Appendices 7 -9). However this changed as, one 
meeting was focused on a visiting guest from Woking Borough Council (see Appendix 10). This 
person’s role in the Council was to look after leisure services, green space, neighbourhood services, 
community safety, and neighbourhood offices. She was relatively senior and the local residents on the 
forum were excited about her coming to speak. She talked about the Woking Partnership and its role in 
helping to deliver services to Sheerwater, Maybury, and Lakeview. She then went on to discuss how 
important it would be for the Partnership to communicate with local resident groups to help deliver 
initiatives to the community (see Appendix 10). The conversation started to revolve around the issues 
that the residents had with the estate and the lack of action that the Council had taken to address these. 
Member N referred to the large number of fiats that were used to house people with problems. Other 
local issues were discussed and so was the lack of consultation by Surrey County Council over changing 
the parking arrangements outside the shops. This was a contentious issue for residents because 
parking was limited for them and the shopping area was the main place where visitors or residents could 
park. Therefore, there was a conflict of interest here. Members (A, D, E, N, and G) felt that the Council 
had not supported them because these issues had been of concern for a long time and they had not 
been consulted. This made the meeting highly charged as there was much anger directed at the visitor
from Woking Borough Council (Members A, D, E, N, and G). The members all joined because they ail 
felt the same about the Council (see Appendix 10).
For the rest of the research period the group started to become more balanced as members agreed on 
a common set of goals (Forsyth, 2006), and discussions fluctuated between the practical elements of 
tasks and concerns around these (see Appendices 11-12). individuals shared ideas with each other 
and relinquished some of their personal concerns or thoughts so a balance was struck between the 
task and emotional maintenance needs of the group (see Appendices 7-12 for further information).
Observer interaction
Throughout the research period, group comments were acknowledged and discussed. In the early 
phases of the research, discussions were about clarifications of the methodology (see Appendices 7 -  
9). However, as time passed, the group asked about how they could improve their working practices 
(see Appendices 7-12 for further information).
Figure 5.2.1 shows a full map of the changing patterns of the group over the research period. On the 
horizontal axis of the grid is the number that the behavioural category scored from 1-5. On the vertical 
axis is the month in which the research was undertaken. Then on the grid there are nine different 
coloured lines, each of which represents a behavioural category (such as goal agreement, goal 
direction, group tonality, energy, communication, tension, effectiveness, balance, or observer 
interaction). The figure shows how each these behavioural categorizations changed over the research 
period for the group (see Appendices 7-12 for further information).
Figure 5.2.1 shows that there were some clear correlations between the different behavioural 
categories within the Sheerwater Community Forum. For the whole research period between tension 
and the effectiveness of the group or from October to December between tension, the effectiveness of 
the group, the agreement of goals and the energy of the group. This demonstrates that these four 
factors affected the dynamics and the functionality of this group during the research period (see 
Appendices 7-12 for further information). The Sheerwater Community Forum had common elements 
that affected their dynamics and there was a correlation for the whole period between the tension in the 
group and its effectiveness. For the last three months, there were also correlations between the 
tension, the effectiveness of the group, the agreement of goals and the energy of the group. In the 
early months of the research, the tension in the group was high and the members were not able to 
agree on a number of common tasks that they should concentrate on, although throughout the research 
period the group did have an overall common goal. In the later months, when the group had started to 
agree on some common tasks that they would undertake, the tension lessened and cohesiveness grew, 
the energy of the group became more manageable and members started to become effective, as they 
were able to begin putting their plans into practice (see Appendices 7-12 for further information).
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5.3 Berkshire Community Foundation
The Berkshire Community Foundation used of the methodology weii throughout the research period 
(see Appendices 13-18). Though in the beginning few members interacted with each other so this 
iimited the findings from the research, which caused members difficuity, as they did not know how to 
improve their dynamics (see Appendices 13-15). Therefore, in the beginning, it difficuit for them to 
use the matrices to their advantage as they were unabie to reflect upon their dynamics through 
dialogue (Moon, 1999). Also during this time, the discussions whilst recording their behaviourai 
attitudes were lengthy and at times, the redefinition of the attributes seemed to be the only subject 
under discussion (with a few interjections from the group on what they meant to them as they were 
worried about others perceptions of their attributes (see Appendices 13-15)). This may be because 
the members were unsure of the attributes meanings or because they were not comfortable openly 
communicating with each other during this stage of the research (see Appendices 13-15). However, 
this did improve as time went on, though lengthy discussions and debates about where they were in 
the matrices ensued (see Appendices 13-18). Their group dynamics and their effectiveness did not 
improve, through their reflections on their group dynamics or factors affecting these (see Appendices 
13-18). This is reflected in the written accounts of their meetings, how they recorded their dynamics in 
the matrices, as these differed little from the researcher’s behaviourai matrices and reflective matrices 
(see Appendices 13-18). A more detailed account of each of the findings from the behaviourai 
attributes shall now be presented.
Goal agreement
Over the six months that the group used the methodology, they understood their individual work roles 
and tasks. However, at this time the group did not have a shared goal (see Appendices 13-18). Later 
in the research period, the group was introduced to a shared mission, vision, and values. Additionally, 
a new business plan and appraisal system was introduced (see Appendices 17-18). By the end of the 
research period, it had been agreed that the group members should discuss their tasks in relation to 
how each of them fitted into the organisation and how this contributed to achieving the business plan 
(see Appendices 17-18). Only two members of the group understood how each of these elements fitted 
together (Members A and F); others were stiii unsure of their shared tasks (Members B, C, D, and E), 
were stiii focused on their individual goals and concerns (see Appendices 16-18). This did not change 
during the study (see Appendices 13-18).
Goal direction
initiaiiy, most individuals in the group were focused on their own tasks and individual goals (Members 
B, C, D, E, and F). They did not discuss or show any interest in each other’s work at the first meeting 
(see Appendices 13). After this, members slowly started to reflect upon their activities and wanted to
discuss how their particular tasks fitted into the organisation but at the same time, some members 
(Members C and E) were stiii focused on their own concerns and tasks (see Appendices 14-16). The 
majority of the group (Members B, D, and F), relinquished their concerns and wanted to start to reach 
some agreement on a group goal (see Appendices 17-18). The group did not move beyond this point 
during the research period (see Appendices 13 -18 for further information).
Group tonality
The group’s tone in the initial stages of the research was emotive. Members (B, C, D, E, and F) 
discussed their personal tasks and did not seem to be concerned about wider issues. They focused 
on their individual roles were perceived (Members C and E) (see Appendices 13-15). They would 
describe their activities and then disengage from the group when others started to share information 
about them (Members C, E and F). Much of the time, there was a strong sense that the members 
were uninterested or bored during discussions (Members C and F). They only seemed to contribute to 
the conversation when they were asked to (Members C and F) (see Appendices 13-16).
Later in the research period, members (C, E and F) discussed personal issues that affected them. The 
tone adopted by them was emotive and subjective (see Appendices 16-18). At the same time, 
members started to share more information about what they were working on and it became apparent 
that they were interested in learning more about what their common goals were or how they could work 
together (see Appendices 15-18). This was reflected in their tonality as their tone became more varied 
and aligned to the content of their discussions. However, this was iimited to a few occasions in some 
meetings (see Appendices 13-18 for further information).
Energy
The energy of the group varied over the research period. Initiaiiy interactions were iimited. if 
members were asked a question, they would respond with a brief answer and then disconnect from the 
group (see Appendices 13-15). Later in the research period, members became distracted (Members 
B, D, E and F) because they wanted to understand more about what each of them was working on, 
how their tasks fitted together or how other changes impacted them (see Appendices 14-18). They 
were moving offices, had a new business plan and were being appraised (in relation to the 
organisation’s new mission, vision, and values). This worried some members (C, E), which had an 
impact upon the group’s overall energy (see Appendices 15). However, once the move and appraisals 
had been undertaken, the group’s energy became manageable (see Appendices 13-18 for further 
information).
Communication
The communication in the Berkshire Community Foundation was initiaiiy inhibited (Moon, 1999). 
Members of the group did not wish to engage with others at the first meeting (Members 0, E, and F) 
and often when they were asked direct questions by Member A they gave laconic answers. Some 
members of the group had a closed body language (Members 0, E and F), whereas others started to 
look towards the person talking (Members A and B) and showed intermittent signs of wanting to 
engage with them (see Appendices 13-15). This was reflected in the behaviour of Member A, who 
was keen to get the team to communicate.
After the first meeting, members became more emotionai and began to open up to, each other 
(Members B, 0, D and E) (although they were ail focused on their own concerns during these 
discussions (Members 0  and E)). They became relaxed and started to make eye contact with each 
other regularly (see Appendices 14-18). The interactions between the members were frequent -  ail 
discussed their work tasks in turn, some mechanicaiiy going through the motions of the group meeting 
(Members 0, E and F) whilst others were excited about their work (Members A and D). However, 
through discussions, there were areas of common interest that were expressed, especially around 
improving online resources and records (see Appendices 15-18).
it started to become apparent that the members’ working environment had had an impact upon their 
ability to work together because they each had their own office area. Communication improved 
because they wanted to discuss some issues that were of direct relevance to them, such as the 
possibility of moving offices. During this time, communication became much livelier and they started 
to express their feelings (Lewin, 1948; Moon, 1999). For the rest of the research period their 
communication remained, open as they started to share their thoughts and feelings on work tasks 
(see Appendices 13-18 for further information) this coincided with a move to an open plan office, the 
announcement of new vision, mission or values and appraisal system.
Tension
At the beginning of the research period, the group members discussed their tasks. They focused on 
their work and did not share tasks. The group was fragmented and there were no conflicts during this 
time (there was a degree of cohesiveness in that some group members did listen to their colleagues as 
they discussed their tasks; however, they did not ask questions or try to share information (see 
Appendices 13-15)).
Over the research period, the group started to share their tasks. They began to discuss how they felt 
about these and how they might look to change or improve their working practices. At times, they also 
shared their emotions, started to discuss what was having an impact on the cohesiveness and how this
could be improved (see Appendices 15-18). Overall, the members discussed their differences of 
opinion amicably though there were a few conflicts in the latter stages of the research (these were of a 
personal nature and managed professionally by the individuals in the group (see Appendices 13-18)).
Effectiveness
During the research period, the effectiveness of the Berkshire Community Foundation remained static, 
group members did not share any tasks, goals or work together as a group. Although the group 
raised these issues, they were not addressed during the research period (see Appendices 13-18 for 
further information).
Balance
During the initial stages of the research, the members of the Berkshire Community Foundation were 
focused on discussing their own tasks in their meetings (see Appendices 13-15). They were aware of 
each other’s tasks but did not consider other factors that might affect the group, such as the emotionai 
needs of others.
For the rest of the research period the group members started sharing their concerns. They briefly 
discussed their work tasks at each group meeting, but most of the discussions seemed to revolve 
around some members’ personal worries (Members 0, E, and F). Some started to become interested 
in what others were working on. They also became concerned that they were not working together as 
weii as they could. They perceived this to be because they had no shared goals and they were situated 
separately in offices. They had no shared meeting area so they would often not interact with each other 
unless they met in the corridor. They felt that they needed to be situated in an open-plan office. They 
also felt that these factors had an effect on their working practices (see Appendices 15-18). These 
concerns were addressed during the research period when the group moved to an open- plan office 
and had a meeting area. The move to the open-plan office did, bring to light new issues as there were 
personal tensions between two group members (Members C and F) (see Appendices 15-18). The 
Board of Trustees also approved a new business plan based on a vision, mission, and goals for the 
organisation (see Appendices 15-18). By the end of the research period, these issues were stiii being 
discussed and the group had planned a meeting to discuss their goals and tasks so that they would 
know what each person was working on or how they fitted into the organisation (see Appendices 13-18 
for further information).
Observer Interaction
Throughout the research period, comments that were fed back to the group or that came from the
group were acknowledged and discussed. In the early phases of the research, discussions were about 
clarifications of the methodology (see Appendices 13-15). As time went on, the questions were more 
about how their group dynamics were changing (see Appendices 13-18 for further information).
Further to this. Figures 5.3.1 shows full maps of the changing patterns of the group over the research 
period. On the horizontal axis of the grid is the number that the behaviourai category scored from 1-5. 
On the vertical axis is the month in which the research was undertaken. Then on the grid there are 
nine different coloured lines, each of which represents a behaviourai category (such as goal 
agreement, goal direction, group tonality, energy, communication, tension, effectiveness, balance, or 
observer interaction). The figures show how each these behaviourai categorizations changed over the 
research period for the group (see Appendices 13-18 for further information).
Figure 5.3.1 shows that there were some clear correlations between the different behaviourai 
categories within the Berkshire Community Foundation. For the whole research period between goal 
direction, balance and the effectiveness of the group and from March to June 2011 between group 
tonality, balance, goal direction, tension, communication, and observer interaction. This demonstrates 
that these six factors had an impact on the dynamics and the overall functionality of this group during 
the research period (see Appendices 13-18). The Berkshire Community Foundation also had a 
number of correlations over the whole research period between their goal direction, balance and the 
effectiveness of the group. Then, in the later months, there were correlations between group tonality, 
balance, goal direction, tension, communication and observer interaction. For the whole period the 
group did not have a common set of tasks or an overall goal to work towards; this had an impact on its 
effectiveness because members were not working together to achieve the same outcomes. In turn, 
their lack of a shared set of tasks had an impact on the group’s balance (see Appendices 13-18 for 
further information).
The use of this methodology has highlighted a number of changes in some aspects of the group 
dynamics and their effectiveness throughout the research periods. Each of these has had a number 
of common elements that affected their dynamics. Now the similarities and differences between the 
group’s dynamics and effectiveness shall be discussed.
5.4 Similarities and differences between the Woking Festival group, the Sheerwater 
Community Forum and the Berkshire Community Foundation
The methodology has shown that some elements of group dynamics have influenced upon these 
groups in various ways. Each behaviourai category was linked to others, as was shown by the 
commonalities described earlier, in particular, the relationships that are common to ail three groups 
were interesting, because their agreement on goals and their goal direction correlated: as the group’s 
goal, agreement and goal direction become balanced, so did the other elements (see Figures 5.1.1 -
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5.3.1). This was shown by the Woking Festival Group and the Sheerwater Community Forum where, 
in the later parts of the research, the behavioural categories converged to become balanced as they 
both mainly scored 3 (see Figures 5.1.1-5.2.1 and Appendices 1-12). Comparatively the Berkshire 
Community Foundation did not manage to become balanced at 3, as its members were not able to 
agree on their goals and their goal direction as a group (see Figure 5.3.1 and Appendices 13-18 for 
further information).
The Woking Festival Group and the Sheerwater Community Forum also shared other commonalities 
because their effectiveness, energy, tension, communication, tonality and the balance of the group 
started to correlate at the same time (see Figures 5.1.1-5.2.1 and Appendices 1-12). Therefore, 
each of these elements started to converge, as their group dynamics started to become balanced. 
These correlations were also aligned with changes in their goal agreement and direction because in 
the last few months these started to become more balanced. This was anticipated in the design and 
use of the methodology and the matrix (see sections 3.2, 3.3 and 4.1).It seemed that there was a 
pattern emerging within these two groups, so it may be important to align members’ effectiveness, 
reduce tension, raise cohesiveness, communication, energy, tonality and balance to achieve a 
strong group dynamic (as was outlined in the Literature Review, see section 2.2). At the same time, 
in order to effect these changes it may be assumed that it is important for a group to have a shared 
goal to enable its members to focus on their tasks to achieve this (see sections 2.2 and 4.1 ). These 
patterns may not be common to all groups, as the Berkshire Community Foundation has 
demonstrated (see Figure 5.3.1 and Appendices 13-18). However, this may be for other reasons 
that are not explored through this methodology. For example, the physical working environment of 
the group may have an effect upon their dynamics. For most of the research period, the Berkshire 
Community Foundation group members were situated in separate offices whereas the other two 
groups worked together in shared spaces (see Appendices 1-18). This may have affected their 
group dynamics and their effectiveness.
The methodology explored the different facets of group dynamics and did not look at external factors 
such as one group’s impact upon another e.g. where they have control over funding or overseeing 
another group strategically. These factors may have affected the group’s ability to achieve its goals. 
However, what was interesting are the levels at which each of the groups in the research worked. 
Each of the three groups worked on differing levels from operational to strategic in the not for profit 
sector (see Section 3). The Woking Festival Group was operational, the Sheerwater Community 
Forum was tactical and the Berkshire Community Foundation was strategic. In light of what you 
would expect to find in line with the literature the findings from each of these groups was quite 
surprising (see section 2 .2 ).
The Woking Festival Group and the Sheerwater Community Foundation both managed to complete 
their goals and members managed to work together during the research period (see Appendices 1-12
and sections 5.1-5.2). In order to achieve this, they each had a shared goal, a set of tasks and short 
deadlines, which they worked and attained towards by the end of the research period. This was 
indicated as being important in the literature (see sections 2.2 and 4.1). This was linked to attaining 
success, as their tensions would have to be low but their cohesiveness high (as this would reduce 
group conflicts and aid their effectiveness and interdependencies) (see sections 2.2 and 4.1). The 
group’s members were all working towards achieving the same tasks over a short or medium term 
period and they had informal structures that were flexible (see section 3.5 and Appendices 1-12). In 
comparison, the Berkshire Community Foundation did not have a shared goal, set of tasks to work 
towards or short deadlines that needed to be achieved and they had a formalised structure (see 
sections 3.5 and Appendices 13-18). They did not manage to attain their goals or to become 
balanced as a group (see section 5.3.1 and Appendices 13-18).This demonstrates that a number of 
elements needed to be in place in order to meet a group’s goal and to achieve a balanced dynamic 
(see sections 2.2 and 4.1). One would not anticipate that a strategic organisation, which had a 
business plan, a formalised structure and a full-time group of personnel with specific roles, would 
have not attained their goals or had an unbalanced group dynamic. It could have been anticipated 
that the other two research groups might have an unbalanced group dynamic due to their informal 
structure, lack of dedicated staff to perform specific tasks and the short to medium term timescales 
that they were working towards. However, perhaps it is the flexibility of their structure, their lack of 
specific roles or dedicated staff, and the short to medium term timescales that enabled them to 
achieve their goals and a balanced dynamic as a group, because they have had to be focused on 
their shared goals and working towards these in order to be successful.
Another factor that could be considered is that the Woking Festival group and the Sheerwater 
Community Forum may have been in the forming and storming stages, as was outlined in Tuckman’s 
(1965) model of group development (see sections 2.2, 5.1 and 5.2, Appendices 1-12). Whereas the 
Berkshire Community organisation was probably in the norming stage (Tuckman, 1965), but had not 
managed to get past this due to the difficulties in the group (see sections 2.2 and 5.3, Appendices 13 - 
18). This would go some way to account for the differences between these groups and their 
dynamics. However, further work needs to be undertaken to deduce if these assumptions are correct. 
This and other reflections on the research findings shall now be discussed.
5.5 Reflections on the use of the methodology and the model in iight of the research 
findings
A number of concerns that the researcher had have been highlighted in the earlier sections (see 
Sections 3.4 and 4.4). These shall now be discussed in light of the findings of the research: on 
the question of will the methodology work as it was planned to in practice or would it fail to meet 
the research objectives? The findings of this research demonstrate that when the three groups
used the methodology, it did work as planned and to some degree and the research objectives 
were met (see sections 2.2, 3.3, 4.1 and 5.1-5.3). However, the testing of the methodology was 
limited so further work will be needed to be able to fully confirm the extent to which the research 
objectives (see section 2.4) were met and indeed if the methodology needs further development. 
This will be discussed further in section 6 .
On the question of- as the methodology was used but not fully, validity tested, how could the 
researcher ensure the validity of their results and what questions may arise from this later on in the 
research process? The methodology was used in practice and the initial research findings do indicate 
that it has worked (see sections 2.2, 3.3, 4.1 and 5.1-5.3, Appendices 1-18). However, due to limited 
validity testing further questions have arisen from this process. For example, though it may not be 
possible to duplicate the specific results found in this study (see sections 3.1-3.2), as it was undertaken 
through the implementation of a qualitative and action research method, to what extent can the findings 
be generalised? To what extent did the varying perceptions of each of the individuals in the groups, 
their own tasks or roles influence the research findings? Were the interactions within each group 
unique to them (as members came from a variety of backgrounds, which meant they had different 
values and beliefs)? Each group member had their own reasons for partaking in the group and their 
perceptions of what the group behaviours were; how much has this influenced the research findings?
Is it possible to identify a typology of patterns in the dynamics of groups that have the same 
characteristics, makeup or mandates? It may be argued that the methodology only represents a 
‘snapshot’ of those groups over a particular timeframe, if members changed or the issues faced by the 
groups changed within a wider context (e.g. funding restraints) then would the analysis yield different 
results? Each of these could be addressed through further research, which will be discussed in section 
6.
Further to this, on the question of - would there be many emergent properties or questions that 
arose throughout the research process that could not be addressed by changing elements of the 
action research, or objectives of the new methodology? How would these be resolved? During 
this study, no emergent properties or questions that could not be addressed arose through the 
research process. However, upon reflection a number of questions arose at the end of the study 
that could be addressed through further work. This study could be improved in a number of 
ways as set out here:
It could be tested with more groups from different backgrounds.
By making the criteria for the behavioural attributes clearer.
The criteria could be amended to focus on different behaviours
The criteria could be amended to focus on the elements that play a part in group life.
Each of these could improve the study if they were implemented in future work.
The researcher also raised concerns regarding whether or not the groups be complicit with the 
methodology? In regards to this the groups needed many of the behavioural attributes to be clarified 
frequently during the early stages of the research (see Appendices 1-18). These clarifications were 
discussed and this enabled the groups to be complicit with the research goals. This is shown, by the 
researcher’s assessments through the reflective matrices, and the recordings of their behavioural 
attributes, which was undertaken alongside the groups. There were only a few occasions when the 
group’s and the researcher’s opinions differed (see Appendices 1-18). However, the findings of this 
study were limited so these results need to be validated further by undertaking more research. 
Additionally, the researcher wondered if groups would wish to take part in the research. One of the main 
issues was identifying groups to partake in the use of the methodology, as it was very difficult to find 
any groups that would work with this. Clearly, this presented a great challenge to completing the study, 
as many groups did not wish to be analysed (see section 3.5).
Groups may not have wanted to take part in the research for a number of reasons. Often when 
groups were contacted, they did not respond to any communication from the researcher or they did 
respond but were unsure of what to expect. On many occasions, representatives from the groups 
seemed uncomfortable with the idea of analysing their group dynamics. It was difficult to reassure 
them and tell them what to expect, as it was not possible to predict how individuals in groups would 
react to discussing their attitudes and behaviours openly in front of others. The researcher tried to 
reassure the groups that the methodology was not intrusive and was not designed to lead to 
confrontation, blame or the assessment of the group’s performance (see section 3.3). Many groups 
still declined to take part. Based upon albeit limited contact with people in the groups, which refused 
the reasons, included:
Concerns about what issues may be raised during group discussions (sensitivity could 
have been enhanced because at the time many organisations were restructuring and 
making their staff redundant due to the recession).
Companies were uncertain about what organisational changes meant for them and their 
staff.
The organisation could not identify a suitable group, which might exist for the six month 
period required due to organisational changes or spending cutbacks.
Organisations were unable to take part at the specific time of the research study.
In some cases where group’s membership may have changed over the research period, they would 
not have been suitable to work with the methodology (see section 3.3). If core group member’s roles, 
leadership, structure or size had varied over the research period this would not have allowed a fair 
analysis of their group dynamics and how they changed over time. The methodology does require a 
degree of stability in terms of group membership. The groups that took part in the research had a 
core membership that did not change over the research period (see section 3.4). For example, the 
Berkshire Community Forum comprised of six core members and two temporary members whom left 
the organisation. The two temporary workers who left did not affect the core group members as their 
roles or tasks, and the structure or leadership of the group did not change. The analysis of the group 
dynamics was focused on the core members of the group and not periphery members, such as, 
visiting speakers or temporary staff. However, if either visiting speaker or temporary workers had an 
impact on the dynamics of the core group members this was noted. For example, when a visitor from 
the Borough Council came to speak to the Sheerwater Community Forum regarding her role and 
possible improvements to their neighbourhood this had an impact upon their dynamics, which was 
noted (see Appendix 10) (see section 3.3).
Some companies did not really discuss why they did not want to take part in the research. They may 
have been worried about the amount of time the research could have taken. The researcher tried to 
reassure them that the methodology was not time intensive (though if decisions about the group 
dynamics ensued at the end of group meetings, little could have been done to control this). 
Organisations may have been concerned about how using the methodology may have affected their 
employees’ attitudes or behaviours or what issues may have been discussed in their meetings. They 
may have feared the openness required to work with the methodology and issues that may have 
been raised by their staff and may have not wanted to deal with these, if they arose. They may also 
have been concerned that taking part in the research would distract employees away from their work 
tasks. On the other hand, there could be issues of confidentiality involved given that an ‘outsider’ 
would be attending some of their group meetings. The researcher did spend time reassuring these 
companies that all the information discussed in meetings, individuals identities and the research 
findings would remain confidential (see section 3.3). However, in some cases this did not encourage 
to take part in the research.
Some of the groups that were approached were keen to take part in the study; however, they were not 
suitable for a number of reasons. For example, their group meetings were too infrequent, the groups 
worked in a virtual environment so members rarely met face to face, the size of the group was too 
large or small, there was uncertainty regarding the longevity of the group over the research period, or 
the nature of the group’s business was unsuitable for the research study. For example, one group 
consisted of members with a variety of mental health problems some of which were quite serious.
The researcher felt that this group was unsuitable to take part in the study due to the range of issues 
that could have been encountered whilst working with these individuals.
Each of these issues affected the sample of groups that were used as case studies to test the new 
methodology. Eventually three groups who were suitable and willing to work with the methodology 
were identified; each of these was in the charity or non-governmental sector (NGO). It was 
anticipated that their dynamics might be homogenous due to their similarities. However, 
simultaneously this was frustrating as originally the methodology was to be tested across three 
sectors; public (e.g. local authorities or hospitals), private (e.g. private companies) and the NGO 
sector. The three groups belonging to the charity or non-governmental organisation (NGO) sector 
provided interesting and comparable data as the results of the research found that there were 
variations between the dynamics in the three groups, which proved that the methodology worked in 
practice despite being tested in one sector (see sections 5.1- 5.4). Though the use and testing of 
the methodology across sectors was limited, future work could be conducted to ascertain if the 
results across sectors would converge or diverge. This could provide the basis for further research. 
Nonetheless, it is interesting to consider why it was difficult to get some groups to sign up for the 
research.
On the question of - would the members of groups working with the methodology find it useful or would 
they not. The extent to which the groups found the use of the methodology useful has not been 
tested. Reflections from the researcher were recorded in a matrix (see Appendices 1-18) but this did 
not include questioning the groups on how useful they found the methodology or if they thought that, it 
had aided their effectiveness. However, this could form the basis for future work (see section 6 ). The 
researcher also questioned whether the groups would benefit from taking part in the research by 
learning more about some aspects of their group dynamics or would they perceive this to be another 
management fad. The extent to which groups benefited, learnt or were sceptical through the use of 
this methodology has not been tested (though the researcher’s opinion of each of these was recorded 
in their reflective matrices after each group meeting (see Appendices 1-18)). However, this could be 
investigated through further research.
The researcher wondered if the groups would be able to use the methodology on their own so that that 
could learn about their dynamics and effectiveness by themselves whilst still utilising the methodology 
(but without the researcher present). Whether groups would be able to utilise the methodology on its 
own warrants further investigation as each group has different members with varying perceptions. In 
addition to this, the interactions within each group could be unique to them as members come from a 
variety of backgrounds and have different values or beliefs, which may effect on their groups dynamics 
(Lewin, 1948). It would be interesting to ascertain if it was possible for groups to utilise the 
methodology as a form of self-help model. However, group members would need to be able to 
understand what the definitions of the behavioural attributes meant so that they could apply the theory 
in practice. (The methodology allowed individuals to practice the application of these definitions with 
the researcher (see sections 5.1-5.4, Appendices 1-18). It would be interesting to see what would
happen if the researcher was not present, as this would provide a test as to the clarity of these 
definitions. This could be tested by undertaking further research with other groups in a controlled 
setting (where one group worked with the researcher and two others did not. If the researcher 
discussed how the two groups had defined their behavioural attributes with them and there were no 
discrepancies then this could mean that the definitions were clear and concise enough for the groups to 
use the methodology on their own. If this were not the case, further work to ensure the definitions were 
easily understandable would need to be undertaken with groups. If this process was iterative, 
eventually you may resolve the issue and ensure that the definitions were clear for everyone).
The researcher also speculated if group members would be able to be honest with each other whilst 
they were taking part in the research process. The extent to which individuals in the groups using 
the methodology were able to be honest with one another was not tested as part of the research 
process. This could form the basis for future work. The researcher also deliberated if they would be 
a good facilitator or would the groups see their lack of experience. The skills of the researcher as a 
facilitator and the groups perception of this was not addressed as part of the research. However, in 
future studies this could be incorporated into the methodology to help the researcher to critically 
reflect on their facilitation skills and seek to improve these as necessary. In relation to this, how 
would they deal with conflicts and tensions in groups? The researcher did not have to deal with 
many conflicts or tensions throughout the research process (see Appendices 1-18). However, when 
they did arise these were of a minor nature and were professionally dealt with by the members of the 
group (see Appendices 1-18). Therefore, the researcher did not have to seek to resolve these.
Another question that arose was how would the researcher ensure that the groups reached 
consensus? Making a consensus group decision was often hampered by the differing levels of 
interest that the group members had in engaging with the methodology and the research process 
(see Appendices 1-18) (though all had agreed to take part, some individuals engaged in discussions 
more than others did). These differing levels of engagement often affected the time it took to reach 
consensus (see sections 5.1-5.4 and Appendices 1-18) (as those that were more engaged in the 
process would wish to discuss their behavioural attributes at length, whereas others would not really 
voice an opinion until they were explicitly asked to do so). Over time, their behaviours changed as 
the researcher always asked each group member to voice their opinions in turn so that everyone in 
the group had a chance to say what they thought. This resolved some of the issues, as the group 
reached consensus after all individuals had spoken (see section 3.3). In relation to this, how would 
the researcher deal with messy situations? Not many messy situations arose during the use of the 
methodology with the groups, so the researcher’s experience of these was limited during the use of 
the methodology (see Appendices 1-18). However, when some minor conflicts arose these were 
discussed with the members involved (as long as they were comfortable doing so in the group 
situation (see Appendices 15-18)). The researcher dealt with these as best as they could at the 
time, though this question could also be incorporated into future work. For example, group members
could be asked to give the researcher feedback as and when conflicts arose. This would allow the 
researcher to understand how well they handled these situations and how they could improve their 
responses or working practices in the future.
Finally, the researcher also considered whether individual interviews should have been undertaken 
to ensure the validity of the group’s honesty when they were categorising their group behaviours? 
Upon reflection, individual interviews should have been incorporated into the methodology as this 
would have allowed the researcher to validate their findings. This may be included in future work.
In addition to the reflections or concerns on the use of the methodology, which have been described 
above, there were also a number of these associated with the use of the model. For example, one 
question pondered over was would the model work in practice? In response to this, the research 
study was undertaken with a number of small groups, which were used as case studies (Armstrong, 
2006). Throughout the Literature Review, it was highlighted that diverse perceptions, behaviours or 
attitudes may affect group dynamics in various ways. Additionally a number of important elements to 
group life were identified (see section 2.2). Each of elements was then used as the basis to create 
behavioural categories and attributes through which the dynamics of the research groups were 
examined (see sections 3.3 and 4.1). Each of these behavioural categories and their attributes allowed 
the groups taking part in the research to gain an understanding of their dynamics through reflection to 
an extent. The findings from these case studies also indicated that there were a number of correlations 
between the behavioural categories (see sections 5.1-5.4). However, further research is needed to test 
how much the model enabled groups to learn through reflection, if it made them more effective and if 
they fully understood the descriptions of behaviours used in the study.
On the question of whether the eight elements would come together and be a useful measure of the 
group dynamics? The initial findings from the behavioural categories and their attributes have 
indicated that there were a number of correlations between some of these (see sections 5.1-5.4).
This shall be discussed in the following section. The first behavioural category used was devised to 
ascertain if all members of a group agreed on its goals. It was designed to measure how many 
group members agreed on their goals that they were trying to achieve as a group. This behavioural 
category was easy to conceptualise and worked well because group members were able to discuss if 
they had a shared goal or set of goals leading to tasks that they needed to complete as a group.
It was also a useful indicator of where the group was -  for example, two of the groups that had just 
formed had an inconsistent view of their goals (Bales, 1950; Tuckman, 1965), though as time went 
on their cohesiveness and interdependences grew and they started to have a shared goal direction. 
There was a positive relationship between the levels of cohesiveness, task and outcome 
interdependences and the achievement of goals by the groups (Van der Vegt & Van de Vliert, 2001 ;
2005; Van der Vegt & Emans et al., 1999, 2000) (see sections 5.1-5.2). If all these factors were 
low, the levels of task and relationship interactions were low so the group’s functionality was poor 
(Van der Vegt & Van de Vliert, 2001 ; Wageman, 1995) and there was negative interdependences 
(Lewin, 1948: Deutsch, 1949). This was the case with the Berkshire Community Foundation 
because it had no shared goals; its cohesiveness and interdependences remained low throughout 
the research period (see section 5.3). This conceptualisation of how to measure a group’s 
agreement on their goals was useful as it allowed them and the researcher to understand an 
element of their group’s dynamics.
The next behavioural category used to measure a group dynamics was goal direction. This useful 
indicator allowed the group members to ascertain how they established their goals and 
implemented plans to put them into practice. The research has demonstrated that there was a 
close correlation between a group’s goal direction and agreement; the more the group had shared 
goals, the more likely they were to be working towards achieving them together (Johnson & 
Johnson, 2003)(see sections 5.1-5.2). This correlation may be attributed to the observation that, if 
group members agreed on their goal and tasks they felt that they wanted to implement them 
(Lewin, 1948). However, if group members did not agree on their goal or tasks, do not have a 
shared vision; it is likely that they will be less committed to attaining them (see section 5.3). This 
was reflected in the results of the study in that the two groups that had agreed on their goal and 
tasks also had a balanced goal direction (see sections 5.1-5.2). However, the Berkshire Community 
Foundation did not have a shared group goal or tasks and this influenced its goal direction (see 
section 5.3). This was a useful indicator for groups to ascertain if they had a shared vision of what 
they were trying to achieve and how they could seek to improve their group dynamics by having a 
shared goal and tasks or a vision, which they could work towards.
The next category was group tonality. This describes the general tone that group members adopted 
when they were verbally communicating with each. It was a useful indicator of how the group 
members were interacting with one another. The group’s tone was often mixed or varied when 
members discussed different issues so they were often communicating with each other in differing 
ways (Bradac & Hung Ng, 1993; Brilhart & Galanes, 1992). Often, as one of the research groups 
were making decisions, members’ conversations tended to shift backwards and forwards swiftly 
between discussions of the group tasks and their emotions. This was similar to what Bales (1950) 
found in his research study. He believed (Bales, 1950) that this shifting was the product of an 
implicit attempt to balance the demands of task completion and group cohesion. Therefore, it may 
be surmised that group tonality is a useful measure of group dynamics.
Group energy was defined as how each member interacts with others (Forsyth, 2006). This 
enabled the interactions between individuals to be measured. Often a group member’s energy
would shift with how individuals were discussing their tasks or personal concerns and the tensions 
of the group (Bales, 1950). This had an impact upon their interdependence and cohesiveness; if 
their cohesiveness and interdependencies were high then their tension was low (Barrick & Bradley 
etal., 2007; Beal & Burke et ai, 2003; Deutsch, 1949; Gully & Devine et ai, 1995; Lewin, 1948; 
Sherif & Sherif, 1969) (see section 5.3 and Appendices 13-18). This enabled the groups to balance 
their task and emotional needs and to work effectively. Where the groups had manageable energy 
over the last few months of the research period, they also had shared goals, goal direction, their 
interdependences and their cohesiveness was high (see sections 5.1-5.2 and Appendices 1-12).
This was shown in two of the groups (Woking Festival Group and the Sheerwater Community 
Forum) in the latter stages of the research (see sections 5.1-5.2 and Appendices 1-12). However, if 
the group’s energy did not become balanced, overall, their interdependence was negative and 
cohesiveness was low which is demonstrated by the results from the Berkshire Community 
Foundation (see section 5.3 and Appendices 13-18). This also may have had an impact upon their 
effectiveness as tensions were high and they did not balance their tasks and emotional needs. It 
may be gleaned that the group energy indicator provided a useful measurement of the group’s 
dynamics, as the groups were able to understand how their interactions had an impact upon them.
Communication was used as an indicator to measure non-verbal communication, which often 
conveys different meanings. This measure was used to see how the group’s members were 
interacting with each other, because often members would communicate, their feelings towards a 
group by adopting varying physical postures (Borg, 2008; Ekman & Friesen, 1969; Mehrabian,
1972; Moon, 1999). In the research groups, there was a correlation between the character of the 
situation in the group and the members’ behaviours’ (Lewin, 1948). When members were 
interested in a topic of conversation, they would lean forward into the group and make eye contact 
with the other members when they were speaking (Moon, 1999). In the cases, of the Woking 
Festival Group and the Sheerwater Community Forum, the group’s communication was also 
correlated with the energy of the group, tension, group tonality, balance, goal agreement and 
direction in the later stages of the research period high (see sections 5.1-5.2 and Appendices 1- 
12). The more each of these behavioural attributes converged, the more the group’s 
communication improved. However, this may not be the case with all groups, as shown by the 
Berkshire Community Foundation (see section 5.3 and Appendices 13-18). Communication was a 
useful measure for the groups to understand how their body language could have an impact on 
their interactions and the group as a whole. It also enabled members to target areas where their 
communication could be improved whilst it was being discussed (Moon, 1999).
Tension may be present in a group for a number of reasons, but it was often signified by conflict (Klein, 
1928, 1935, 1940,1946,1948 and 1957; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Zimbardo, 1971). It was used as an
indicator to measure how cohesive a group is (high group tension is an indicator of low cohesiveness). 
In addition, low group cohesiveness will have a detrimental effect on the interdependences of its 
members and their effectiveness. They may find it difficult to balance their tasks and emotional needs 
or to communicate verbally or non-verbally, whereas high group cohesiveness will have a positive 
impact upon the members’ (Barrick & Bradley et al., 2007; Beal & Burke et al., 2003; Sherif & Sherif, 
1969). This was reflected in the results from the Woking Festival group and the Sheerwater 
Community Forum group; the group’s tension was correlated with the energy, communication, tonality, 
balance, goal agreement and direction in the later stages of the research period high (see sections 5.1- 
5.2 and Appendices 1-12). However, this may not apply to all groups as demonstrated by the Berkshire 
Community Foundation (see section 5.3 and Appendices 13-18). This demonstrates that tension was a 
useful gauge of the group dynamics because it enabled the group members to ascertain how their 
conflicts affected their interactions. It also helped them to understand how tensions had an impact 
upon their cohesiveness and interdependencies, verbal and non-verbal communication when it was 
discussed in the wider context of each of the behavioural categories.
The effectiveness of a group may depend upon factors such as interdependence, cohesiveness, 
tension, shared goals, goal direction, balance and verbal or non-verbal communication, as well as 
other attributes such as size and composition of a group (see section 2.4). Groups that work 
effectively track their tasks and the emotional well- being of their members (Bales, 1950; Tuckman, 
1965). The less effective a group was, the more members did not track or undertake tasks well -  
for example, ideas were followed up or they may be discussed at length with no decision being 
made by members. By comparison, tracking may be so rigid that there is no room for deviation to 
allow the group to meet its emotional needs. The results of this study suggest that there are strong 
correlations between members’ effectiveness, cohesion, tension, communication, energy, tonality 
and balance. In the later stages, the Woking Festival Group and the Sheerwater Community Forum 
became effective because each of these behavioural categories converged (see sections 5.1-5.2 
and Appendices 1-12), whereas the Berkshire Community Foundation did not converge (see 
section 5.3 and Appendices 13-18). It may be said that this was a useful indicator measure of 
group dynamics because members could ascertain how effective their working practices were in 
conjunction with the other behavioural categories.
Balance was designed to indicate the equilibrium attained by a group between the tasks that needed 
to be completed and the maintenance of members’ emotional needs. If the group was task oriented, 
their emotional needs would not be met and vice versa (Bales, 1950; Tuckman, 1965). This had an 
impact on the morale and the persistence of the group, which relate positively to group effectiveness 
and performance (Beal & Burke et al., 2003; Tekleab & Quigley et al., 2009; Wech & Mossholder et 
al., 1998). It follows from the findings of this study, that there were strong correlations between 
members’ effectiveness, tension, communication, energy and tonality. This is because each of these 
elements converged in the Woking Festival Group and the Sheerwater Community Forum group (see
sections 5.1-5.2 and Appendices 1-12). However, this may not be true of all groups, as 
demonstrated by the Berkshire Community Foundation group whose behavioural categories did not 
converge during the research period (see section 5.3 and Appendices 13-18). These results show 
that the indicator named balance was useful to group members because they could ascertain how 
their interactions were balanced in between undertaking tasks and trying to meet the emotional 
needs of the group.
On the question of whether the ninth element of the behavioural categorizations (‘observer 
interaction’) was useful. The usefulness of the ninth element has been partially proven through the 
triangulation of the research (see sections 5.1- 5.3 and Appendices 1-18). However, due to the 
limitations of this study it would be more useful if further validity testing were undertaken.
On the questions of whether the groups would understand the descriptions of the behavioural 
attributes? Would the descriptions of the behavioural attributes be precise enough to allow the 
groups to clearly identify their behaviours and be able to relate these to their dynamics? Would the 
group agree with the definitions of the behavioural attributes and understand how and why they had 
been ordered in the matrix? Would significant changes need to be made to the behavioural attributes 
or to the names associated with these? The study comprised of a number of behaviour categories that 
were each named and given a set of criteria. The meanings of these names and the interpretations of 
these criteria were subjective, although as has been explained they did come out of an analysis of 
previous attempts to analyse groups reported in the literature (see sections 2, 3.3 and 4.1 ). Though 
on a number of occasions, at the beginning of the research period with each group, the behavioural 
categories names and their attributes criteria had to be explained to the participants in the study so 
that they clearly understood them (see sections 5.1- 5.3 and Appendices 1-18). Often, individuals 
attributed the meanings of the words used to name the behavioural categories and attributes as what 
they actually meant. Therefore, the group and the researcher would need to refer back to the 
definitions provided in the matrix to ensure that the group logged their behaviours in line with these 
(rather than the meanings of the words that were attributed to that type of behaviour). Individuals’ 
perceptions of the meaning of the definitions also led to discussions amongst group members. Often, 
one member would argue that they felt that the behavioural attribute or category was linked to one 
type of behaviour that differed either from its definition or from others perceptions of its meaning. The 
researcher spent some time clarifying and discussing this with the group to ensure that they clearly 
understood what the particular behavioural category or attribute meant to ensure that they each of 
them had the same understanding as each other (see sections 5.1- 5.3 and Appendices 1-18).
Finally on the question of whether the model helped the groups to understand; how balanced their 
group dynamics were or how effective they were? The findings from the use of the research indicate 
that the groups were able to understand how balanced their group dynamics were and how this
affected their effectiveness (see sections 5.1- 5.3 and Appendices 1-18). However, these are oniy an 
indication that has been gieaned by comparing the matrices and how the dynamics changed overtime, 
to validate the resuits further testing is required to understand the extent to which the individuai 
members of the groups grasped these concepts and were abie to use them to improve their working 
practices through reflection.
6. Conclusions
The purpose of this research was to ascertain if it was possibie to construct a new methodology that 
brought together some elements of group dynamics to provide a framework that groups could use to 
reflect on their own dynamics, to enhance their understanding, it was devised to ailow individuais in 
groups to reflect upon their dynamics as this would enable them to deepen their understanding of their 
interactions and reiationships with others. The research study was undertaken with a number of smaii 
groups, which were used as case studies (Armstrong, 2006). The use of the methodoiogy ailowed 
these research groups to an extent, to be able to identify potential pitfalls in their dynamics (with a 
faciiitator) and to try to address these by examining them or talking them through, which may have 
enhanced their effectiveness.
The construction of the new methodology was based on a Literature Review, where it was highlighted 
that diverse perceptions, behaviours or attitudes affected some aspects of group dynamics in various 
ways. After, a number of important elements were identified (see Table 2.4.1); each of these was used 
as the basis to create behaviourai categories and attributes (see sections 3.3 and 4.1) through which 
the dynamics of the research groups were classified into a behavioural matrix. These were then used 
to measure the effectiveness and balance of group dynamics through the impiementation of a research 
methodoiogy (see section 3.3) and model (see section 4.1). The research findings indicated that each 
of these was usefui indicators (see section 5). However, in drawing conclusions related to the study it 
is interesting to reflect upon how closely scholar’s theories correlated to the research findings.
Goai agreement ciosely reflected the scholar’s theories, which is demonstrated by the findings from the 
research study (see sections 5.1-5.4). The research assumptions that were built into the matrices (see 
sections 3.3 and 4.1) which were aiso based on scholars theories (see sections 2.2 and 2.4) were also 
affirmed by the measures of effectiveness and baiance that were used in the behaviourai matrices (see 
Appendices 1-18). The groups must agree on their goai to be able to achieve them through performing 
their tasks; otherwise, it is unlikeiy that they will attain these.
Goal direction cioseiy reflected the schoiar’s theories, which is demonstrated by the findings from the 
research study (see sections 5.1-5.4). The research assumptions that were built into the matrices (see 
sections 3.3 and 4.1) which were also based on scholars theories (see sections 2.2 and 2.4) were also 
affirmed by the measures of effectiveness and baiance that were used in the behaviourai matrices 
(see Appendices 1-18). if a group did not have a shared goal and a common set of tasks to work 
towards it was unlikely that they would achieve their aims and objectives. As identified in the iiterature 
goal agreement and goal direction (see section 2.2) were closely aligned to one another and if one 
improved during the research period the other did too (see sections 5.1-5.4).
Interdependence closely reflected the scholar’s theories, which is demonstrated by the findings from 
the research study (see sections 5.1-5.4). The research assumptions that were built into the matrices 
(see sections 3.3 and 4.1) which were also based on scholars theories (see sections 2.2 and 2.4) were 
also affirmed by the measures of effectiveness and balance that were used in the behavioural matrices 
(see Appendices 1-18). As identified in the literature there were many types of interdependence such 
as positive, negative, outcome or task related (see section 2.2). Each of these types of 
interdependence were present in the groups, for example, the more individuals relied upon each other 
to achieve their tasks the more interdependent they became (see Appendices 1 -12). This meant that 
interdependence closely correlated to the balance and effectiveness of the groups. This is reflected in 
the research findings (see sections 5.1-5.4 and Appendices 1-18).
Effectiveness closely reflected the scholar’s theories, which is demonstrated by the findings from the 
research study (see sections 5.1-5.4). The research assumptions that were built into the matrices 
(see sections 3.3 and 4.1) which were also based on scholars theories (see sections 2.2 and 2.4) 
were also affirmed by the measures of interdependence and balance that were used in the 
behavioural matrices (see Appendices 1-18). Measures of effectiveness in the study closely 
converged with a number of other behavioural categories such as, the energy or interdependence of 
the group (see Figures 5.1.1-5.3.1). In addition, the behaviourai categories and attributes scales 
were designed to measure how much the groups were working on their task or emotional needs, 
effectiveness improved as these became more balanced in the groups (see sections 5.1-5.4). This 
demonstrates that this was a useful measure that correlated to scholars theories (see Appendices 1- 
18).
Verbal communication or group tonality closely reflected the scholar’s theories, which is demonstrated 
by the findings from the research study (see sections 5.1-5.4). The research assumptions that were 
built into the matrices (see sections 3.3 and 4.1) which were also based on scholars theories (see 
sections 2.2 and 2.4) were also affirmed by the measures of effectiveness and balance that were used 
in the behavioural matrices (see Appendices 1-18). As the groups tonality became balanced (see 
sections 5.1-5.2), the group were not too emotional or focusing on their tasks, they were effectively 
communicating with one another (see Appendices 1-18).
Non-verbal communication or the use of body language closely reflected the scholar’s theories, which is 
demonstrated by the findings from the research study (see sections 5.1-5.4). The research 
assumptions that were built into the matrices (see sections 3.3 and 4.1) which were also based on 
scholars theories (see sections 2.2 and 2.4) were also affirmed by the measures of effectiveness and 
balance that were used in the behavioural matrices (see Appendices 1-18).
Group interactions or energy closely reflected the scholar’s theories, which is demonstrated by the 
findings from the research study (see sections 5.1-5.4). The research assumptions that were built into
the matrices (see sections 3.3 and 4.1) which were also based on scholars theories (see sections 2.2 
and 2.4) were also affirmed by the measures of effectiveness and balance that were used in the 
behavioural matrices (see Appendices 1-18). There were also a number of correlations with other 
attributes that were used during the study, generally as these converged the energy of the group 
became balanced (see sections 5.1 and 5.2 or Appendices 1-12). If they did not converge then the 
energy of the group did not become balanced (see section 5.3 and Appendices 13-18). This was 
because the group was still too focused on their emotional needs and they were unable to work on 
tasks together. These findings are aligned to scholar’s theories (see section 2.1).
The perception of group cohesion vs. tensions within the group closely reflected the scholar’s theories, 
which is demonstrated by the findings from the research study (see sections 5.1-5.4). The research 
assumptions that were built into the matrices (see sections 3.3 and 4.1) which were also based on 
scholars theories (see sections 2.2 and 2.4) were also affirmed by the measures of effectiveness and 
balance that were used in the behavioural matrices (see Appendices 1-18). As the tension in the 
groups lessened, the members became more cohesive (see section 5.1-5.4). This was also correlated 
to a number of other behavioural attributes, as they came together the tension and cohesion in the 
groups became balanced (see Appendices 1-12). If they did not converge, the group did not manage to 
become cohesive as they were still concentrating on their emotional needs (see Appendices 13-18).
The balance in the group between maintaining their task and emotional needs closely reflected the 
scholar’s theories, which is demonstrated by the findings from the research study (see sections 5.1- 
5.4). The research assumptions that were built into the matrices (see sections 3.3 and 4.1 ) which were 
also based on scholars theories (see sections 2.2 and 2.4) were also affirmed by the measures of 
effectiveness and balance that were used in the behavioural matrices (see Appendices 1-18). The 
balance of the group was aligned to other behavioural attributes as the groups became effective, their 
tensions lessened, cohesiveness improved, as did their communication and interdependences (see 
sections 5.1-5.4). Therefore, the balance of the group was a good overall indicator of where the group 
was between being focused on their task or emotional needs. It also helped the balance of the group 
was closely linked to their effectiveness so that group members could ascertain how well they were 
working together.
Upon reflection, each of the behavioural categories and their scales provided a useful framework to 
allow individuals in groups to reflect upon their dynamics. The scales that were devised for the study 
(see sections 3.3 and 4.1) provided the basis for this. They enabled the research objectives to be met 
through understanding the cause and effect relationships of a group’s behaviours or attitudes and how 
this was related to some aspects of their dynamics. Some groups identified the pitfalls in their 
practices, reflected upon these and managed to address them (see Appendices 1-18). However, the 
improvements in the groups may also be said to be due to their development over the research period 
in accordance with Tuckman’s (1965) model of development. This one element was not tested through 
the research study so the extent to which the methodology worked in enabling the groups to achieve a
balance and work effectively together cannot be validated. There may be a number of reasons why 
they became effective and managed to achieve their goals that were not explored through this 
research such as, the timescales they worked to, their group structure, leadership or changing norms 
of behaviour or the space that they worked in. Further research is required to test and validate if this is 
the case or not.
The assumptions that underpinned the study were that as the group became less task orientated or 
focused on their emotions they would achieve a balanced group dynamic (see sections 2.2, 3.3 and 
4.1). To an extent the finding indicate that this is the case, so to a degree the assumptions were 
proven through the findings of the research study (see sections 5.1-5.4). However, it is difficult to 
ascertain if this was as a result of the groups using the methodology and model as this was not 
tested. Therefore, it is difficult to ascertain if the model and methodology actually worked in practice 
as there are other factors, which may have influenced the assumptions of the study such as; the 
processes at work in the group or the honesty of group members (see section 2.2). This limits the 
findings of the study as neither of these factors were tested through the methodology. In addition, to 
this the research findings do not indicate how much the groups understood the concepts or 
assumptions behind the matrices. For example, did they know or understand how they could use the 
model to understand how effective or balanced their group dynamics were? This was another 
element that was not validated through the study, though the findings indicate that they were 
complicit with the research goals (see Appendices 1-18). These were the research findings from the 
reflective matrices. However, the group were not party to these and the researcher did not discuss 
these with the groups as work progressed. Therefore, their validity is limited as they were based on 
the researcher’s opinion and were not triangulated with the group’s views.
There were a number of other questions that arose during and after the methodology were used. 
These were:
Did the roles, perceptions, norms, or leadership of the groups influence the research findings? 
Were each groups interactions unique, and how did this influence the findings if they were? 
Did member’s motivation for taking part in the study influence the findings?
Is it possible to identify a typology of groups with this methodology and model?
If the group’s membership changed how would this influence the findings?
Which external factors have the potential to influence the research findings?
If the methodology were used in different sectors how would the findings change?
Did the groups find the use of the methodology and model useful?
How much did the groups learn through reflection?
Did the model make them feel that they were able to work more effectively together?
Did the groups benefit, learn or were they sceptical about the use of the methodology and 
model? How did this change over the research period?
Could the methodology and the model be used by groups to understand their dynamics (by 
themselves)?
How did the group feel about the researcher?
Were the researchers facilitation skill adequate or could they be improved?
Each of these questions has arisen as the methodology did not consider these factors, which may have 
influenced upon the group dynamics. This has limited both the findings and their validity so further 
testing is needed. Additionally, through reflecting on the research and practices used (see section 3), a 
number of key issues were raised; as when undertaking qualitative and action research findings are not 
able to be generalised as they are based on subjective value laden data, which is gathered throughout 
the research. Additionally, factors such as the participation, roles or attitudes of the participants, group 
leader, the researcher and the way in which they affect the findings are difficult to measure. This is why 
the methods used to collect data, the nature of the research framework and the importance of 
understanding external issues, which may affect the group dynamics are so important.
In action research, the serious participation of all relevant parties in the research is vital if the project is 
to succeed, though as we have seen in this research, there must be some flexibility in that participation. 
Understanding issues of participation, however, is more complex since it is also necessary to explore 
the broad set of issues connected with group member’s motivation, competence and willingness to 
participate. These issues have not been considered in this research through they were identified in the 
literature review, this has also limited the findings, future work is needed to consider these factors.
The key role in action research is held by the researcher, since they have to intervene in order to 
conduct the research. This intervention has to be agreed upon with the participants with whom they 
are working, but it is important that this involvement is not trivial. The involvement must be sufficient 
for the researcher to collect the information that they need so as to affect a valuable intervention and 
create an environment for the problem solving group that is conducive to their work. It is important 
that they should be able to resist pressure from one party or another to facilitate or aim for a particular 
kind of discussion. Similarly, they should be free to obtain the information that they require for 
facilitation and to decide how they can most effectively be involved. This of necessity means that they 
cannot simply facilitate meetings, but need to be involved with the groups on some level. They should 
also be involved in facilitating the process - in conjunction with the group. This in turn suggests that 
they must develop a good understanding of the organisation, the group’s members and their goal or 
tasks (if one can be identified). This level of involvement is more akin to participation than 
observation, yet it is through such participation that the power of action research as a methodology 
can be realised. The role of the researcher was not explicitly explored through this study, but could be 
in future work.
In this participation, the co-operation and collaboration of the group leader was of great importance, 
since it is they who takes responsibility for the actions of the researcher and thus confirm the role that 
the researcher played. Indeed, it was important that all the roles involved - leader, researcher, and 
members - must be specified in advance and agreed upon by all concerned. Ideally, all three will be 
involved in the research, the learning, and the progress towards a solution that takes place. Roles may 
evolve with time, sometimes in an unpredictable manner, but the researcher must ensure that their 
initial role is substantial and involved enough for them to be able to produce meaningful results, whilst 
simultaneously re-informing theory. This activity was not considered in this research, but shall be 
utilised in future studies.
Although the research instruments have been undeniably useful, they do need to be complemented 
by richer and qualitative information gathering techniques. In fact, the methodology and the findings 
have a number of limitations, which need to be resolved by redeveloping the research framework.
This new framework for action research in meetings includes many components that were not 
present in the original framework. The revised framework will serve as a valuable pointer to future 
research in that it identifies some critical factors that are likely to be involved. These include; the 
voluntariness (or otherwise) of the group membership and nature of group development; the personal 
characteristics of the group members - particularly, their tolerance for alternative views or methods; 
the resolution to the questions raised above such as; the motivation of the group members to 
participate; the competence of the facilitator to know how to get involved, how to look for information 
that will assist in the identification of an appropriate solutions for the groups, the importance of 
differences in organisational settings. These will be incorporated into future work.
In order to answer some of the questions raised the researcher must collect data from multiple 
sources and adopt plans that are adaptable to the infinite variety of circumstances and be bound 
neither by tradition nor by any preconceived notions of his role or responsibilities, except that he adapt 
to circumstances as they arise. For example, meetings can be improved, even in difficult or 
fluctuating circumstances, given persistence and a willingness to learn. Theory about group dynamics 
more generally can also be refined in both quantitative and qualitative terms, for example, it is possible 
to look at longitudinal trends of participant satisfaction and consensus, amongst other variables. It is 
also advisable to consider meeting outcomes and products, and whether or not they are accepted or 
implemented by their owners and users. These meeting outcomes, however, depend greatly on the 
quality of meeting processes. These processes in turn depend on the willingness of all members of a 
group to work collaboratively towards a solution. Such collaborative work is more likely to take place 
when meeting participants are both motivated and have stakes in the outcomes of their work. It is here 
that the researcher has arguably the most important role to play given their responsibility as facilitator 
of the meeting and energiser of the meeting participants to get involved. In this respect, an 
understanding of the various inputs to meeting processes is also vital, these need to be considered in 
future work.
Further research is required to evolve the methodology to answer the questions that have been raised 
and to validate the role of the researcher, the participants and the findings from the study. The 
methodology may need to be changed when working in a number of differing environments, where the 
structure, leadership, roles, or development of groups differs. Therefore, further work is required to 
ascertain if the methodology can be used in other settings. In addition, the development of new 
typologies of groups and their dynamics could be achieved through undertaking further research. This 
could lead to the implementation of new practices when individuals work in groups to examine their 
dynamics. It could also help groups to understand where their dynamics are and how these could be 
improved in practice.
Future work could comprise of using a control group to ascertain if the methodology could be used by a 
group by themselves, with a facilitator. The comparison between this and a group lead by the 
researcher would enable an assessment of whether this is possible or not. In conjunction with this 
further validity testing could be undertaken, through a number of methods such as, conducting one to 
one interviews with each group member or a selection of them after meetings to seek to answer some 
of the questions that have been discussed above. This would help to validate the research findings and 
improve the analysis of whether the study met its original objectives, which were to:
1. Develop a methodology that enables groups to explore their dynamics with a facilitator
2. Use this methodology to:
(i) Enable groups to explore and make explicit the behaviours/attitudes held by 
individuals within their groups
(ii) Enable individuals in groups to build an understanding of cause and effect in 
relation to their attitudes/behaviours and how these affect them.
3. Map the between differences between the research groups to ascertain if the 
methodology has enhanced group effectiveness.
It can be said that the research objectives were met to an extent, but as the findings and testing of the 
methodology was limited further work will be needed to complete this. What is clear is that there are 
many elements that need further consideration, though in practice the methodology and model seem to 
have worked.
7. Appendices
Appendix 1: Woking Festival Group March 2011 meeting
In March 2011, the Woking Festival Group met once. This was the second planning meeting for the 
Woking Festival that was due to be run in July 2011. The meeting took place in the local community 
bric-a-brac shop where secondhand goods were sold to try to raise funds for a number of projects in 
the community. At this meeting, only four members attended out of a possible eighteen: Members A, 
B, C, and D. Members' E, G, M, and N sent their apologies because they could not make the meeting. 
Many members of the organising committee work full time or run local businesses so it is not always 
possible for them to attend these meetings due to these commitments.
The meeting started with a discussion about what was going to be happening in July. Each of the 
four members put forward a list of ideas for the festival including children’s sports, birds of prey show, 
animal farm area, a dog show and a fancy dress competition. Each of these ideas was discussed by 
the members of the group. Many of them had been organising this event for the last five years, so 
they had a wealth of experience regarding what would and would not work well:
“ ...if we do a dog show we cannot have birds of prey, an animal farm and many Asians will not 
come as they don’t like dogs ... and the mess is never cleaned up so I think it’s a bad idea... 
“(Member A)
As each proposal was assessed, the group started to form an idea of which types of events they 
would be running in July and what these would cost:
“I am not sure that an animal farm is a good idea as it costs too much and we could do more 
with our money...and last time it was not really that popular...” (Member C)
The group also discussed running the same events that had proven to be successful in the past, such 
as a fairground, a local business five-a-side football competition, a raffle with prizes that had been 
donated from local businesses, stalls that would be there on the day and how much they would 
charge stallholders:
"... I think we should charge charities £10 and everyone else £25... this seems fair... “(Member 
A)
There was a lot of debate regarding the stalls because in previous years there had been complaints 
from stallholders that there was more than one of the same kind of stall selling similar goods. In
particular, Member B wanted to have an Asian food stall. She reiterated that there would probably be 
a number of other local people who would also want to provide the same type of stall on the day:
"... I know a couple of people who would want to come with their food... They were there last
year... but they are only interested in making money for themselves -  not for the community...”
(Member B)
This was concerning because the group needed to keep all the stallholders happy while making sure 
that there was a wide variety of stalls so that the festival goers had plenty to see and do on the day. 
The group members decided that this year, the stall applications would be managed on a ‘first come, 
first serve’ basis. However, if there were more than one of the same kind of stall that was planning to 
sell similar goods, they would try to resolve this by asking the stallholders to focus on different types 
of the same goods. For example, if there were two Asian food stalls, one could sell curry and the 
other could sell appetisers so that both were able to have a stall at the festival but they were not both 
selling the same goods. This was agreed as the most sensible way forward.
Summ ary
At this meeting, many ideas were discussed by the four members. Though they each had in mind the 
common goal of running the festival, they were all interested in their own ideas too. Members A and 
C were interested in the festival as an overall event and providing a good day for festival goers, 
whereas Member B was interested in running an Asian food stall on the day and Member D, who ran 
the local football club, had run the festival’s five-a-side competition for the last five years. So at the 
moment the group’s agreement on goals was inconsistent, because they were still discussing a 
number of ideas that would allow them to achieve their overall objective. This obscured their overall 
plan because, until they had decided on what exactly they were going to do, they could not move 
forward with planning the festival. However, they talked to each other in such a keen way, discussing 
their ideas and what they think was good or bad about them. The group was excited when they 
talked, and this came across through their gestures and tone of voice. However, their communication 
was not as open as it could be because they were all still focusing on their own interests and had not 
yet considered how this affected the others. Each of these factors meant that the tension of the group 
was quite emotionally charged with outbursts from members when they had a point to make. Member 
C frequently butted in when others were talking, because he wanted to share some good ideas. He 
was very keen to help and be involved in everything that was going on. He did not always allow 
others to fully voice their opinions. Overall, the group was fragmented because it had not yet formed 
shared ideas and goals. The members were all following their own interests, but at the same time 
they were focused on the festival being a successful event overall, so this did not hamper the overall 
balance of the group. The results from the group assessing their group dynamics this month are 
shown in Table 7.1 below. Table 7.2 shows the researcher’s analysis of the group dynamics during
this month. Table 7.3 shows the researchers reflective matrix which was completed prior to and after 
the meeting.
Project /Behavioural 
Attribute 1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members agree 
on the goals?
No
agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over­controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5. Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Taskorientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9. Observer interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted 
with little 
discussion
Accepted 
with no 
discussion
Table 7.1: Group assessment of their dynamics March 2011 (Woking Festival Group)
Project /Behavioural 
Attribute 1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members agree 
on the goals?
No
agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over­controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5. Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Taskorientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9. Observer interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted 
with little 
discussion
Accepted 
with no 
discussion
Table 7.2: Researchers assessment of the group dynamics March 2011 (Woking 
Festival Group)
S e l f  r e f l e c t io n s
Feelings prior to meeting (anxiety, etc) Tired
Mood prior to meeting (content, etc) Relaxed but a little anxious
Feelings post meeting Happy and buzzing
Mood post meeting Content
I n f l u e n c e  o n  g r o u p
Are group complicate with research goals? Yes
B u i ld in g  r e la t io n s h ip s
Any concerns about individuals No
Use of additional questioning to inform 
learning (selective interviews where 
appropriate)
(Has this been necessary and why? What was 
said and how did this benefit the research?)
A s s e s s m e n t  f o r  L e a r n in g
How is the team to completing tasks (Re-examine the team’s matrix and compare to own observations, do you agree, etc?)
How are the group using feedback & ongoing 
data to inform learning? Not yet
Are the group members using time to reflect 
on cooperative learning?
Not yet
Is the group making learning decisions and 
justifying them. Not yet
Are the group building on strengths and 
target weaknesses? Not yet
M e t h o d o lo g ic a l  L e a r n in g
Is the assessment matrix criteria clearly 
linked to assessment or does it need 
amending?
Yes
Have there been any emergent properties? No
How sensitive to emergent properties are 
you?
Yes
Table 7.3: Researchers reflective matrix March 2011 (Woking Festival Group)
Appendix 2: Woking Festival Group April 2011 meeting
In April 2011, only five members attended out of a possible eighteen: Members A, B, C, D, and K.
This was the third time the group had met. It had been working together from February 2011 and the 
membership was highly variable. A conversation started between Members A and C. They began to 
discuss Member M:
"... has Member M told you about the three businesses that we have that are interested? ...Or 
has he told you about the theft from the garage...?” (Member C)
"... No... we've only had that garage for about a year and everything is gone...” (Member A)
There had been a theft from the garage that had been used in previous years for the storage of 
equipment for the festival. Different types of equipment had been stolen such as bunting, guide ropes 
and a stage that had been used before. Two other members then arrived (Members B, D) and then 
five minutes later member K arrived. There was lots of banter because Member M was supposed to 
have undertaken a few actions and he had not; and in addition to this he was not at the meeting 
either. Member B asked why he was not attending and Member A responded:
"... We are not important... he has not done half of what he was supposed to and he has not 
even bothered to tell me about all this that Member C has just told me...” (Member A)
At this point, the conversation moved back to the festival and the ideas that had been discussed in the 
previous month. Member A started by recapping their overall objectives and aims: to run a fun event 
that would bring the community together. The conversation started with stalls, because Member C 
said that there had been some interest. Member B started talking about Asian food stalls; she burst 
into an emotional rant about charitable morals and giving versus wanting to make a personal profit 
from a charity event:
"... Lots of people just want to make money and they don’t care about the charity... I want to 
set up my stall to make money for the community. It’s wrong to only be interested in making 
money for yourself... “(Member B)
This outburst lasted for about 10 minutes and all the other group members just sat quietly and 
listened as Member B talked. She was very passionate about this subject, but once she stopped 
talking she said nothing else for the rest of the meeting. Members C and A then started to go over 
events that they felt could be run, and they agreed that the five-a-side football should be organised.
Member D focused on the football and reiterated that he could not guarantee that he would get all the 
interest he needed from local businesses:
"... I don’t know how much interest we will get but it’s usually pretty decent... but we will have
to see. I will do my best to get as many companies on board as possible.” (Member D)
Member C just came up with lots of ideas. The rest of the group listened as he talked but no decisions 
were made. Members A and C then dominated the rest of the conversation as others nodded in 
agreement.
Summ ary
As at last month’s meeting, individuals in the group were following their own interests, so they had not 
agreed on a common set of goals or events that would happen at the festival. Their goal direction 
was obscured because they did not currently have a set of fixed aims to work towards; ideas were still 
flying around and being discussed, and all had their own individual interests that they were focusing 
on. The tone was dynamic on the whole; each person interacted with each other well, but it changed 
as necessary with the conversation.
The group members were excitable individually at different times, when the discussion turned to their 
area of interest. Sometimes the group was distracted by fast, frantic, harried or frenzied behaviour. 
Each person talked openly to a point without mentioning issues, but an interesting incident occurred 
when Member B talked for about 20 minutes about the issues surrounding Asian food stalls. The 
group had lots of energy and enthusiasm. It could become balanced when members started to focus 
on working together. The group was fragmented because they could not agree on goals and they 
only really communicated when they were interested in what was being said, such as football or Asian 
food stalls. Most of the conversation was dominated by Members A and C discussing ideas such as 
the broader arrangements and decisions that needed to be made for the festival to be a success. 
However, the others did nod or say that they agreed as and when necessary, so they did show some 
interest. The group’s balance was harmonious because the members were emotive but able to begin 
to balance this with being in a state of proper equilibrium. There were underlying tensions in the 
group, which meant that the tonality was sincere: there was evidence of all members considering 
issues outside their own concerns. However, the researcher’s assessment was that their 
communication was candid because there were underlying issues that were not openly discussed 
until they were mentioned by Member B. The results from the group assessing their group dynamics 
this month are shown in Table 7.4 below. Table 7.5 shows the researcher’s analysis of the group 
dynamics during this month. Table 7.6 shows the researchers reflective matrix which was completed 
prior to and after the meeting.
Project /Behavioural 
Attribute 1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members agree 
on the goals?
No
agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal Direction Over­controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5. Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Taskorientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9. Observer interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted 
with little 
discussion
Accepted 
with no 
discussion
Table 7.4: Group assessment of their dynamics April 2011 (Woking Festival Group)
Project /Behavioural 
Attribute 1 2 3
4 5
1. Do members agree 
on the goals?
No
agreement Dissent Unison Assent
Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over­controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure
Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5. Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Taskorientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious
Emotive
9. Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted 
with little 
discussion
Accepted 
with no 
discussion
Table 7.5: Researcher’s assessment of the group’s dynamics April 2011 (Woking 
Festival Group)
S e l f  r e f l e c t io n s
Feelings prior to meeting (anxiety, etc) Tired and a little nervous
Mood prior to meeting (content, etc) Relaxed but a little anxious
Feelings post meeting Happy and buzzing
Mood post meeting Content
I n f l u e n c e  o n  g r o u p
Are group complicate with research goals? Yes
B u i ld in g  r e la t io n s h ip s
Any concerns about individuals No
Use of additional questioning to inform 
learning (selective interviews where 
appropriate)
(Has this been necessary and why? What was 
said and how did this benefit the research?)
A s s e s s m e n t  f o r  L e a r n in g
How is the team to completing tasks (Re-examine the team’s matrix and compare to own observations, do you agree, etc?)
How are the group using feedback & ongoing 
data to inform learning? Not yet
Are the group members using time to reflect 
on cooperative learning? Not yet
Is the group making learning decisions and 
justifying them. Not yet
Are the group building on strengths and 
target weaknesses. Not yet
M e t h o d o lo g ic a l  L e a r n in g
Is the assessment matrix criteria clearly 
linked to assessment or does it need 
amending?
Yes
Have there been any emergent properties? No
How sensitive to emergent properties are 
you? Ok
Table 7.6: Researcher’s reflective matrix April 2011 (Woking Festival Group)
Appendix 3: Woking Festival Group May 2011 meeting
In May 2011, there were six members present out of a possible eighteen: A, B, C, D, Q, and K. There 
were no set agenda and the conversation jumped from one subject to another like a ball bouncing 
around a room. Occasionaily members contributed to the discussion but overall they ignored the 
conversation when they were not interested in the subject matter. One of Member C’s ideas was 
discussed -  this was a quiz for the stalls. Each stall would have an answer posted on it and the 
festival goers would have to match a list of questions to the answers on the stalls.
“ Each stall can have a question that is relevant to them and some of these could just be dates 
like the formation of the football club or the construction of the church... this will make people 
visit ail the stalls as they have to get the answers to win the prize!” (Member C)
The group members decided there would be a prize of £25 and that they wouid not charge for doing 
the quiz, though they would ask for a donation. This would encourage more people to take part.
Member C then suggested that events could be announced on a whiteboard that he had found in a 
skip. The group agreed that this would be a good idea. Then Member A told everyone that the fair 
would be there and they should consider presenting the owner with a tankard to say thanks for his 
donation:
"... Every year he gives us 10% of what he makes on the day, he puts on fireworks in the 
evening... he does so much for us... this year the least we could do is present him with a 
tankard, something smali that he can iook back on...” (Member A)
The conversation then turned to Member M, who was not present at the meeting:
“Has anyone heard from Member M? I left him a few messages but he did not get back to me 
again...” (Member A)
There had been no news about the companies from around Shearwater coming along, or the baby 
competition; an issue with the power socket had not been resolved and the garage was still in need of 
repair. All these issues Member M was supposed to have resolved but he had not sorted anything 
out or updated Members A or C. The group seemed frustrated by his lack of action:
“I thought he was supposed to help us out... but all [he] seems to talk about is that garden thing 
he has got going on... when is he going to do what he says he will...” (Member K)
Member A suggested that next time there could be more news and that the group should be able to 
move on. Member K then asked about a tea urn, because she was due to look after the tea and 
coffee stall on the day:
"... Where are we getting an urn from? Have you thought about the electric point?” (Member K)
Member D said that the group could borrow the tea urn from the football club. He then went on to add 
that there would be a five-aside-football and a beer tent put on by the football club:
"... its good news we have had some interest and Serco want their own beer tent...” (Member 
D)
Member A then suggested that the group should also look into having some sort of animals there by 
contacting the RSPCA to see if they were interested in coming along. There was also a note from 
Member Q that the Byfleet Parish Fete might fold this year because they had not been getting enough 
attendance and would not be able to sustain their activities for much longer. However, they would be 
willing to share their contact list of stallholders if this was the case. This raised the question of stalls 
again but Member A reiterated the decision that had been made at the previous meeting;
"We have agreed that there is to be a reduction in the fees charged for charitable stalls from 
£25 to £10 and we will try to sort out any issues that there are with stallholders wanting to sell 
the same things... but we really need to look after those that come back every year like the ice 
cream man... "(Member A)
Summ ary
At this meeting all members still had their own individual goals as well as the overall goal that they 
were working towards -  that they would put on this event. However, with most members attending, 
the discussion had been more broadly focused on the festival instead of individuals’ specific concerns 
regarding their stalls or activities. Therefore, the group had moved from being inconsistent to being 
more focused on achieving its common goais. Though the exact nature of what wouid be happening 
at the festival was taking shape, there was still a lot of discussion about what might or might not 
happen, so the group needed to firm these ideas up further. Members taiked to each other in a 
sincere tone because they had started to consider each other’s issues but there was still a lot of focus 
on their individuai concerns. The members were excitable as the event grew closer. They were 
passionate about putting on a good event for the community but at the same time they only tended to 
get excited when they were talking about their own issues, and everyone was distracted by this. They
talked to each other and were willing to accept others favourably, but at the same time the 
conversation could be blunt and slightly tense at times; this was where there could be underlying 
conflicts. The group members’ assessment of their overall interaction was meaningful, because they 
believed that they were balanced. However, the researcher’s assessment was that they were still 
very emotive overall; they were harmonious, but to become meaningful they needed to balance their 
task and emotional needs further. The results from the group assessing their group dynamics this 
month are shown in Table 7.7. Table 7.8 shows the researcher’s analysis of the group dynamics 
during this month. Table 7.9 shows the researchers reflective matrix which was compieted prior to 
and after the meeting.
Project /Behavioural 
Attribute 1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members agree 
on the goals?
No
agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over­controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5. Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Taskorientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9. Observer interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted 
with little 
discussion
Accepted 
with no 
discussion
Table 7.7: Group assessment of their dynamics May 2011 (Woking Festival Group)
Project /Behavioural 
Attribute 1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members agree 
on the goals?
No
agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over­controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5. Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Taskorientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9. Observer interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted 
with little 
discussion
Accepted 
with no 
discussion
Table 7.8: Researcher’s assessment of the group dynamics May 2011 (Woking 
Festival Group)
S e l f  r e f l e c t io n s
Feelings prior to meeting (anxiety, etc) Relaxed
Mood prior to meeting (content, etc) Content
Feelings post meeting Relaxed
Mood post meeting Relaxed
I n f l u e n c e  o n  g r o u p
Are group complicit with research goals? Yes
B u i ld in g  r e la t io n s h ip s
Any concerns about individuals No
Use of additional questioning to inform 
learning (selective interviews where 
appropriate)
(Has this been necessary and why? What was 
said and how did this benefit the research?)
A s s e s s m e n t  f o r  L e a r n in g
How is the team to completing tasks (Re-examine the team’s matrix and compare to own observations, do you agree, etc?)
How are the group using feedback & ongoing 
data to inform learning? Well
Are the group members using time to reflect 
on cooperative learning? Yes
Is the group making learning decisions and 
justifying them. Yes
Are the group building on strengths and 
target weaknesses? Yes
M e t h o d o lo g ic a l  L e a r n in g
Is the assessment matrix criteria clearly 
linked to assessment or does it need 
amending?
No
Have there been any emergent properties? No
How sensitive to emergent properties are 
you? Yes
Table 7.9: Researcher’s reflective matrix May 2011 (Woking Festival Group)
Appendix 4: Woking Festival Group June 2011 (first meeting)
In June 2011, there were six members present out of a possible eighteen (A, C, K, M, J, and G). The 
meeting had no set agenda. However, members were starting to become focused on what needed to 
be done because the festival was only six weeks away. Member M insisted on starting the meeting 
by updating everyone on the progress that he had made to date with a number of issues that had 
been outstanding:
“I have now managed to get a iist of stalls together. Currently we have 15 interested parties. 
Unfortunately three of these are Asian food stalls and we also have a lady who would like to 
sell Mr. Slushies... the garage door has still not been fixed by the Council but they have said 
that they will do this and the electric point outside of the community centre will be examined as 
well... “(Member M)
He carried on talking for quite a while about the stalls, because he did not seem to know how to 
resolve the issues with the stallholders. All the stallholders wanted to be the only one selling their 
type of goods and he was at odds with this because he could not get them to agree or to compromise. 
He was also concerned that the ice cream van man would get upset if there was a stall that sold 'Mr. 
Slushies’ because potentially he would lose business on the day that the festival was running. He 
seemed absorbed by these issues and very concerned that the group had not managed to resolve 
other issues -  to the point that, when Member C offered him some ideas, he snapped at him. He was 
very focused on what he needed to achieve, to the detriment of the whole group.
Member C presented the group with some certificates for the children’s sports and asked everyone for 
their opinion:
"... I put some work into designing some certificates... What do you think of these? Should 
they be in black and white or yellow? Do you think we should use coloured card?” (Member A)
Members A, J and K said that they iooked nice and gave Member C some feedback. However, 
Member M decided to take another approach:
"... To be frank I do not see why we are wasting our time discussing this when we have much 
more important things to decide other than the design and colour of some certificates, which 
are minor in my view... “(Member M)
The rest of the group just looked at him in silence and Member C looked shocked. Then Member M 
continued discussing the problems he was having with the stallholders while Member C muttered 
something rude under his breath while turning away to look at Member A who still seemed to be in 
some state of shock! Member M just seemed to be unaware that his behaviour had been 
inappropriate, and carried on talking. Member A then started too responding to him by letting him 
know that, if the stallholders could not compromise, then they would have to be told that they could 
not sell their goods at the festival. She reiterated that it was very important that he resolve the issues 
with the electrics -  otherwise they would not be able to run the event because the PA system and 
various other pieces of equipment needed an electrical supply to run.
Member A just carried on talking, but Member M was trying to focus the group on the outstanding 
actions that needed to be completed. He was now speaking over Member A. This had an impact on 
other group members, because many were quiet and did not really seem to add much. However, 
Member C kept trying to talk as Members M and A ignored him. In the end. Member C made a loud 
comment about being ignored and not being listened to, and then he fell silent. The group discussed 
where the stalls would go and how many more helpers they needed; the members agreed that they 
would get the tables from the school. They agreed that the main events would be a Wild West show 
and a falconry display, both of which had been confirmed as being available. There were a number of 
other issues that were still outstanding, such as finding volunteers to set up, confirming who would 
manage the car parking and help to run the older children’s sporting event, and when all the risk 
assessments would be ready to go to the Council for approval. Then Member J entered the 
conversation and offered some help from the Asian network:
“We would be happy to help as much as we can; maybe I can get someone to run the main
gate and help out with the parking arrangements on the day...” (Member J)
Members M and A agreed that this was a good idea and Member J were to get back to them with any 
news by the following week.
Summ ary
Overall, the members in the meeting had started to become much more focused on their common set 
of goals that defined what they all needed to do as individuals and as a group to run the festival 
successfully. They were now all working in the same direction. Overall, their tonality was dynamic. 
The energy in the group was at times very balanced and worked well. However, at other times 
Members M and 0, in particular, constricted it. The group members thought that their communication 
was open. However, the researcher’s assessment shows that the whole group was candid because 
members did not always express their true thoughts, and many of them were silent at the meeting or
did not get a chance to fully express themselves. The group thought that the tension was balanced. 
However, the researcher believed that it was exuberant because members were so emotional when 
discussing their tasks. The effectiveness of the group was meaningfui in their assessment. However, 
the researcher thought that it was harmonious because many of the individuals were very emotional 
and did not always manage to follow the task discussion. If Member M had not been present, the 
group could have been balanced but this one member dominated and unfortunately put down other 
members and mocked their ideas. The results from the group assessing their group dynamics this 
month are shown in Table 7.10 below. Table 7.11 shows the researcher’s analysis of the group 
dynamics during this month. Table 7.12 shows the researchers reflective matrix which was completed 
prior to and after the meeting.
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the 
goals?
No
agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over­controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5. Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Taskorientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9. Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted with 
little 
discussion
Accepted with 
no discussion
Table 7.10: Group assessment of their dynamics June 2011 (Woking Festival Group)
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the 
goals?
No
agreement
Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal direction
Over­
controlled
Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5.
Communication
Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flov\/ing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance
Task
orientated
Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9. Observer 
interaction
Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted 
with little 
discussion
Accepted 
with no 
discussion
Table 7.11: Researcher’s assessment of the group dynamics June 2011 (Woking
Festival Group)
S e l f  r e f l e c t io n s
Feelings prior to meeting (anxiety, etc) Tired and drained
Mood prior to meeting (content, etc) Tired
Feelings post meeting Keen and enthused
Mood post meeting Content
I n f l u e n c e  o n  g r o u p
Are group complicit with research goals? Yes
B u i ld in g  r e la t io n s h ip s
Any concerns about individuals
Use of additional questioning to inform 
learning (selective interviews where 
appropriate)
(Has this been necessary and why? What was 
said and how did this benefit the research?)
A s s e s s m e n t  f o r  L e a r n in g
How is the team to completing tasks
(Re-examine the teams matrix and compare to 
own observations, do you agree, etc?)
How are the group using feedback & ongoing 
data to inform learning? Yes
Are the group members using time to reflect 
on cooperative learning? Yes
Is the group making learning decisions and 
justifying them. Yes
Are the group building on strengths and 
target weaknesses?
Sometimes
M e t h o d o lo g ic a l  L e a r n in g
Is the assessment matrix criteria clearly 
linked to assessment or does it need 
amending?
No using new matrix which members said was 
clearer
Have there been any emergent properties? No
How sensitive to emergent properties are 
you?
Very
Table 7.12: Researcher’s reflective matrix June 2011 (Woking Festival Group)
Appendix 5: Woking Festivai Group June 2011 (second meeting)
The group met for a second time in June to make sure that all the plans they had agreed were on 
track. Members A, M, K, D, C, L, H, I, O, Q and G were present at the meeting (eleven members out 
of eighteen).
Many members of the organising group had come along to this meeting to ensure that they knew 
what is happening, given that the event was only now two weeks away. This meeting did have an 
agenda, which was mainly a list of outstanding tasks that needed to be addressed. The meeting 
started with Member A confirming to the others that the PA system had been booked with a wireless 
microphone. She then went on to reaffirm that the two main acts would be the Wild West and birds of 
prey shows. Children’s sport was to take place but the younger children would be able to take part in 
games run by the children’s centre:
"... We look after children up to the age of six so that should be ok... but I am not sure about 
the older ones?” (Member O)
Member M reiterated that he wouid be happy to organise games for the older children. Member A 
then confirmed that this could take place in the main arena in between other events that were running. 
Member D confirmed that he had enough business to run a five-a-side football competition and that 
he had booked a bar for the beer tent for the day;
"Serco has asked if they can sponsor the beer tent and if they are able to have their own tent 
for their staff on the days that they can have a BBQ... what do you think?” (Member D)
Member A said that Serco were helping the group already and that as long as they managed their 
BBQ event she had no problem with it. She also commented that they would need to have their own 
insurance cover because the group insurance would not cover the Serco employees. Member M then 
asked if the stallholders would be covered by the group’s insurance and was told they would be. He 
then went on to confirm that there were 25 stalls booked for the day:
"... We have two jewellery stalls, two Asian food stalls each selling different stuff, a teddy 
tombola, wood turners, face painting, balloons, a children’s centre stall, a raffle stall, the 
churches stall, Mr Slushies, the ice cream man... "(Member M)
Member M seemed very excited by this and went on to add that there were a few staliholders who 
had not yet confirmed if they were coming. He added that a new 13-amp electricai socket had been
fitted so the electrical issues had been resolved. Member A then highlighted the fact that they had not 
yet organised any posters or publicity for the event and that their budget was very iow. One of the 
members of the group piped up;
"... I can get some sponsorship from this new printing company in Woking. I am sure he will do 
something for you; it will be good for him and you.” (Member H)
Member A said that this would be great but that she would need to know in the next few days and 
Member H confirmed that she would try to resolve this for the group. Member A then went on to say 
that Member M would be responsible for collecting payments from stallholders on the day. The group 
had still not managed to find anyone to manage the car parking, and Member C said that he would try 
and ask his colleague. It was also confirmed that Neighbourhood Watch would be doing a BBQ. 
Member A then announced that she had made up a draft version of events and how they couid run on 
the day, and the other members agreed that they would listen and feedback any comments.
"... Right weil we open at 12.00 so we have our weicome and intro, then a talent slot, and then 
Member C does his first stall walk with the microphone... then we have wild west at 12.30, 
another talent slot, and the little ones’ sports at 13.00... next the birds of prey and then the 
older children’s sports... Then we present all the certificates and medals at about 2.30, another 
talent slot, the second Wild West show and then at 3.45 the raffle should be drawn and winners 
announced and then at 4.00 we have the winning football groups’ presentation and closing... 
"(Member A)
Everyone agreed that it was a good order to have things in because everything fitted together weil. 
Summ ary
The meeting was very task focused: the group discussed what had been done and what was still 
outstanding, but everyone agreed that with their current plans they would be able to finalise most 
things. Member M was much less officious at this meeting and he even commented that he was being 
sarcastic -  but in such a way that he was almost asking for the group’s approval:
"... Oh I am making too many... I can be too flippant at times... "(Member M)
Member A was good overall but she snapped at Member K when she had made the same point three 
times in less than five minutes. This stopped all conversation dead and Member K seemed 
embarrassed and upset. However, overall as a group the members were very dynamic when they
spoke to each other because they were all trying to help resolve the issues that were still outstanding, 
such as the printers and the small budget for posters. The energy was dynamic: while some people 
were talking, others were listening and coming up with ideas or suggestions as to how to resolve 
issues. Additionally, everyone had done what they were asked so all seemed to be very content with 
each other.
Ail members adopted an open posture and everyone contributed to the conversation. The 
communication between members seemed to flow. The tension between individuals in the group was 
balanced, because there was a shared feeling of concern for those who had not managed to get 
everything done or to resolve their issues due to the fact that there were a number of tasks that still 
needed to be completed. The group members were all focused and working together effectively, 
talking about their tasks but also sharing their personal concerns and issues about what could go 
wrong on the day, or things that they had not yet resolved. Overall they were balanced because, on 
the whole, their interactions were focused on finalising their plans for the festival, and discussing ways 
in which to resolve the outstanding issues. The researcher thought that they were in unison because 
of their interactions overall and the fact that they couid share their concerns and come together to 
resolve these in order to achieve the outcomes that they all wanted. The results from the group 
assessing their group dynamics this month are shown in Table 7.13. Table 7.14 shows the 
researcher’s analysis of the group dynamics during this month. Table 7.15 shows the researchers 
reflective matrix which was completed prior to and after the meeting.
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the goals?
No
agreement Dissent Unison Assent inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over­controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5. Communication Closed inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical inflexible
8. Balance Taskorientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9. Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted with 
little 
discussion
Accepted with 
no discussion
Table 7.13: Group assessment of their dynamics June 2011 second meeting (Woking
Festival Group)
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the goals?
No
agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over­controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5. Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Taskorientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9 Observer 
interaction ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted with 
little 
discussion
Accepted with 
no discussion
Table 7.14: Researcher’s assessment of the group dynamics June 2011 second
meeting (Woking Festival Group)
S e l f  r e f l e c t io n s
Feelings prior to meeting (anxiety, etc) tired but relaxed
Mood prior to meeting (content, etc) relaxed
Feeiings post meeting tired and enthused
Mood post meeting enthusiastic from meeting
I n f l u e n c e  o n  g r o u p
Are group compiicit with research goais? yes
B u i ld in g  r e la t io n s h ip s
Any concerns about individuals no
Use of additional questioning to inform 
learning (selective interviews where 
appropriate)
(Has this been necessary and why? What was 
said and how did this benefit the research?)
A s s e s s m e n t  f o r  L e a r n in g
How is the team to completing tasks (Re-examine the teams matrix and compare to own observations, do you agree, etc?)
How are the group using feedback & ongoing 
data to inform learning? well
Are the group members using time to reflect 
on cooperative learning? yes
is the group making learning decisions and 
justifying them. yes
Are the group building on strengths and 
target weaknesses? yes
M e t h o d o lo g ic a l  L e a r n in g
Is the assessment matrix criteria clearly 
linked to assessment or does it need 
amending?
no
Have there been any emergent properties? no
How sensitive to emergent properties are 
you? very
Table 7.15: Researcher’s reflective matrix June 2011 second meeting (Woking Festival
Group)
Appendix 6: Woking Festival Group July 2011 meeting
In July 2011 the last meeting of the group took place before the festival. Members A, C, M, D, G, N 
and Q were present, so there were six members present out of eighteen. They were focused on what 
arrangements needed to be finalised and how the day would be run from start to finish. Member A 
confirmed that Member H had managed to secure sponsorship for the posters, so they had been 
printed and put up by her and Member M at key locations around Shearwater and Woking. She 
thanked Member M for his efforts and asked if he had managed to secure any help to manage the car 
parking on the day. Member M responded:
"... Unfortunately I cannot seem to find anyone reliable who is up to the job so I think I will have 
to do this myself...” (Member M)
He reiterated that, despite a number of offers, no one had been able to give guaranteed help on the 
day for the whole period that they needed. The conversation then quickly moved on to how the 
members would manage to set up all the stalls and when the stallholders would be expected on the 
day. Member’s M, Q and A all said that they would help. Member C had a colleague who had agreed 
to transport the tables from the school in the morning at about 9.00 am so that they could start to set 
up the festival then. He went on to say:
“I will be responsible for the PA and the main arena...There will be a main arena where people 
can come and ask questions; that is what I am doing...” (Member C)
Member C was running the PA system and was the main announcer for the day. The others agreed 
that they were happy with this. Member Q then said that he would be able to help with the setting up 
of stalls and that he knew some young people who would come along and lend a hand. Member M 
said that he would take care of the electrics, so that they could run the PA system and set up the tea 
and coffee stall. He would also be in charge of helping the stallholders set up and telling them which 
area was theirs when they arrived. Member A then commented that she would be finalising the risk 
assessments in the following week for submission to the Council:
"Member M, it would be really nice if this year for once you managed to get all the risk 
assessments to me on time so that I am not running around at the last minute... the day before 
trying to get everything sorted to make sure that the festival can go ahead.” (Member A)
It was clear that this had been an issue in the past and that she would rather not have it happen 
again. Member M assured her that he would do his best. She then made a comment that the 
fairground would already be there on the day of the festival so that they had nothing to worry about
apart from getting the risk assessments from the owner on time! She then went back to discussing 
the arrangements for the day. The tables were to be set up at 9.00 am ready for the stallholders to 
come and set up from 9.30 am onwards. Then at the same time all the stalls such as teddy tombola, 
the tea stall and the raffle would need to be set up by her and Member K. She would expect the 
church, children’s centre, Neighbourhood Watch BBQ and all the other stalls to be set up by 11.30. 
Member C was to set up the main arena with Member M and the PA system would need to be tested 
before 12.00. However, Member M would only be available until 11.00 because he would have to go 
and manage the car parking. Then at 12.00 the event would start. The order of events had changed 
since the last meeting slightly, because now there would be no talent spots or older children’s sports 
due to the fact that there had been a lack of volunteers or participants to help to run these events. 
Member Q commented;
“It’s a shame that the kids have to miss out just because people are not willing to get 
involved...” (Member Q)
Others in the group reiterated the lack of support that they had had from the wider community in 
running the event, though many were often happy to pass comments on the day such as there were 
not enough attractions or events running:
"... Oh yes, many people come along... the stallholders moan there is not enough people and 
the people moan that there is not enough going on but they don’t want to get involved... it’s 
frustrating as often they don’t understand why this is the case. We just do the best we can with 
what we’ve got.” (Member A)
It seems that the group members were frustrated by this but still determined to put on the best event 
they could with the limited budget that they had:
"I think if they got more involved then things would be easier. We have been doing this for the 
past few years and it’s the same argument over and over again, but if they wanted to help then 
they could see what was really going on... in fact I think they would be quite surprised 
considering all the things that we have to do or try to...” (Member C)
Member O then commented that the group had done all it could and that the best they could hope for 
was no rain and a good event that went smoothly on the day. Others agreed that he had made a fair 
point.
Summ ary
At this meeting the group members were very focused on achieving their final tasks and ensuring that 
they had managed to plan everything as much as they could. They worked together well because 
they all agreed on what needed to be done by when and by whom. They were trying to finalise the 
plans for the festival that was less than a week away. They spoke to each other in an energetic 
fashion and they shared their concerns and feelings openly. They discussed these and supported 
each other. They worked together very effectively at this point and seemed to understand everything 
that needed to be done and when. This was reflected through the overall balance of the group. The 
results from the group assessing their group dynamics this month are shown in Table 7.16 below. 
Table 7.17 shows the researcher’s analysis of the group dynamics during this month. Table 7.18 
shows the researchers reflective matrix which was completed prior to and after the meeting.
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the goals?
No
agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over­controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5. Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Taskorientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9. Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted with 
little 
discussion
Accepted with 
no discussion
Table 7.16: Group assessment of their dynamics July 2011 (Woking Festival Group)
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the goals?
No
agreement Dissent Unison Assent
Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over­controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5. Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Taskorientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9. Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted with 
little 
discussion
Accepted with 
no discussion
Table 7.17: Researcher’s assessment of the group dynamics July 2011 (Woking
Festival Group)
S e l f  r e f l e c t io n s
Feelings prior to meeting (anxiety, etc) Calm, Tired
Mood prior to meeting (content, etc) Calm, Tired
Feelings post meeting Excited and looking forward to the festival
Mood post meeting Excited and iooking forward to the festival
I n f l u e n c e  o n  g r o u p
Are group complicit with research goais? Yes
B u i ld in g  r e la t io n s h ip s
Any concerns about individuals No
Use of additional questioning to inform 
learning (selective interviews where 
appropriate)
(Has this been necessary and why? What was 
said and how did this benefit the research?)
A s s e s s m e n t  f o r  L e a r n in g
How is the team to completing tasks (Re-examine the teams matrix and compare to own observations, do you agree, etc?)
How are the group using feedback & ongoing 
data to inform learning? Yes
Are the group members using time to reflect 
on cooperative learning? Yes
Is the group making learning decisions and 
justifying them. Yes
Are the group building on strengths and 
target weaknesses. Yes
M e t h o d o lo g ic a l  L e a r n in g
Is the assessment matrix criteria clearly 
linked to assessment or does it need 
amending?
Yes
Have there been any emergent properties? No
How sensitive to emergent properties are 
you? Very
Table 7.18: Researcher’s reflective matrix 2011 (Woking Festival Group)
Appendix 7: Shearwater Community Forum October 2008
The Sheerwater Community Forum was formed in January 2008 and the research started in October 
2008. The group was initiated because residents were concerned about their neighbourhood and 
they wished to improve services and ensure that it was a safe place to live:
"... We feei neglected by the statutory bodies and feel a group like ours is needed to wake 
them up!” (Member A)
‘We just want to make Sheerwater a better place to live...” (Member D)
Early on in the study, the findings showed that the group was not focused on its goals because the 
members were too emotional. They did not all agree on shared goais apart from wanting the forum to 
make a difference to the area in which they were living; some members wished to focus on crime and 
improving Neighborhood Watch, while others wished to focus on improving facilities for the vulnerable 
(Members A, 0, G and K):
“if we can raise the money for the buggy, it will make a lot of difference to the elderly and 
disabled people, as during the winter they will still be able to get out and going to their clubs to 
do their shopping or just to visit friends.” (Member 0)
Others were just thinking through what the group could be involved in and how outside organisations 
could become a part of this:
“The community centre will provide services that are vital for residents.” (Member J)
To start with, the discussions were influenced by other groups that people belonged to, mainly 
Neighbourhood Watch. Three members were involved with that organisation and initially brought into 
discussion issues related to that group:
“Most of Shearwater’s problems seem to revolve around crime such as drug dealing, mugging, 
burglary, groups of young yobs hanging around... “(Member E)
The Chair was a Sheerwater resident who had previously been a voluntary tenant representative and 
was concerned about a number of issues:
“I would [want] to restore a sense of community to Sheerwater, as I am sure this is the reason 
that people are disinterested which means that people do not volunteer to get involved in local 
projects. “ (Member A)
Others were concerned about ethnic minority groups and there was a sense that they needed to be 
included. Thus, the direction of the group’s goals was obscured because it was new and the 
members were each focusing on their own concerns and not those of the group or its goais. They all 
had their own set of ideas that they had come along with.
Although this would have benefited a high crime rate community like Sheerwater, it was not why the 
forum had come together. There were wider issues that needed to be worked through such as, 
engaging with the police to reduce crime levels, or the demise of the local shopping area because of 
the recession and the lack of action by the Council to address this. The group did not reach a 
consensus at this first meeting and the members were not able to work in a participatory style (Lewin, 
1948; McGregor, 1960):
“i hope that at future meetings we can put aside our own personal interests and form a 
consensus of opinion to take the group forward. We need to work together and not as 
individuals. “(Member A)
Sum m ary
The assumptions that members would start to understand the main goais with a variation in opinions 
and that they would adopt an emotional tone and use emotive language while communicating with 
one another were confirmed by the data. The group’s tonality is effective when members 
communicate with each other, because all individuals are focusing on their own concerns, which is 
also indicative of their emotive mindset. Until, they manage to reach a consensus within the group, it 
is unlikely that this will change (Lewin, 1948; Schon, 1983). The forum operated a voting system 
where each member voted and had equal say. During this process, the energy of the group was 
constricted while members were learning to work with each other as individuals. They all focused on 
their own area(s) of interest, which was detrimental to their overall functionality. For example, a newly 
appointed community development officer acted in an officious manner, which made the group 
mistrust his motives:
"... He says he wants to build the community but he only seems interested in what the Council 
will think.” (Member A)
Several members had worked with representatives from the Borough Council before and did not have 
a high regard for the way in which the Council had not sought to resolve longstanding issues in 
Sheerwater. For example, the high concentration of vulnerable people living alongside drug addicts 
or other high-risk individuals such as mentally ill alcoholics or those who had been released from 
prison. This was one of the main reasons why the group came into being to address wider issues in 
the community. At times, members were cautious about what they said and how they referred to 
issues that they felt was pertinent. One could observe their frustration through the odd sarcastic 
comment that was dropped, which was clearly directed at the community development officer and 
indirectly at the Council. For example, as the community development officer talked about the 
Council's willingness to work with the group, many brought up experiences and the look on their faces 
and tone of voice demonstrated their low opinion of the council. Member A pointed out that the 
Council had always neglected Sheerwater and bypassed the views and opinions of residents. Then 
other members joined in, citing examples such as the recent parking charge issues on which either 
the County or the Borough Council did not consult them. This was to be expected, as many issues 
discussed had not been addressed for a long time and, within this newly formed group, ail members 
had come with their own expectations and agendas, which meant that the group had not yet 
developed its own norms of behaviour:
“i have tried to work with the Council for a considerable number of years and have found that
often they talk about participation, which to them means telling you what they are going to do. “
(Member A)
The members’ communication was candid, because they were unsure of the other sub-groups within 
the group, such as people from Neighbourhood Watch and the church who sat together and 
frequently spoke to one another quietly. They exchanged comments among themselves before 
voicing an opinion to the main group. Others sat and listened without making any real contribution. 
The group had not yet formed a strong dynamic, because some members were unsure of what to say, 
while others had strong ideas and were not afraid to voice them, and some just tried to suggest ideas 
that would be acceptable to the wider group. Members were pursuing their own goais, which caused 
tension in the group. Its effectiveness was limited because of this emotive imbalance. The results 
from the group assessing their group dynamics this month are shown in Table 7.19 below. Table 7.20 
shows the researcher’s analysis of the group dynamics during this month. Table 7.21 shows the 
researchers reflective matrix which was completed prior to and after the meeting.
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the 
goals?
No agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over­controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5. Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Taskorientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9. Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted with 
little discussion
Accepted with no 
discussion
Table 7.19: Group assessment of their dynamics October 2008 (Sheerwater
Community Forum Group)
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the 
goals?
No agreement Dissent Unison Assent inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over­controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5. Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical inflexible
8. Balance Taskorientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9. Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted with 
little discussion
Accepted with no 
discussion
Table 7.20: Researcher’s assessment of the group dynamics Oct 2008 (Sheerwater
Community Forum Group)
S e l f  r e f l e c t io n s
Feelings prior to meeting (anxiety, etc)
Prior to the meeting 1 felt happy to ber able to 
work with the group but felt apprehensive as 1 
was unsure of how they would react to actually 
working within a methodology
Mood prior to meeting (content, etc) Content and happy to be undertaking field work.
Feelings post meeting Disappointment at low turn out
Mood post meeting Questioning about why there was a low turn out
I n f l u e n c e  o n  g r o u p
Are group complicit with research goals? Yes
B u i ld in g  r e la t io n s h ip s
Any concerns about individuals No
Use of additional questioning to inform 
learning (selective interviews where 
appropriate)
(Has this been necessary and why? What was 
said and how did this benefit the research?)
A s s e s s m e n t  f o r  L e a r n in g
How is the team to completing tasks (Re-examine the teams matrix and compare to own observations, do you agree, etc?)
How are the group using feedback & ongoing 
data to inform learning?
N\A
Are the group members using time to reflect 
on cooperative learning? N\A
Is the group making learning decisions and 
justifying them. N/A
Are the group building on strengths and 
target weaknesses? Yes, as many action have been taken forward
M e t h o d o lo g ic a l  L e a r n in g
Is the assessment matrix criteria clearly 
linked to assessment or does it need 
amending?
No
Have there been any emergent properties? No
How sensitive to emergent properties are 
you? Sensitive
Table 7.21: Researcher’s reflective matrix Oct 2008 (Sheerwater Community Forum 
Group)
Appendix 8: Sheerwater Community Forum November 2008
In November 2008, the group began to discuss an event that had been run for children at Halloween; 
it had been a success because the Borough Council and the local shopkeepers had supported it.
This was the first event that had been planned and implemented since research had started with the 
group. The event had also helped to reduce the number of incidents in the local shops because 
adults had accompanied the children. This is an example of an event that had a positive outcome for 
the community in a number of ways:
"... The police later said that nuisance incidents had been reduced, elderly people reported less 
hassle and fewer egged windows.” (Member F)
Once this part of the discussion had taken place among a few members, the conversation broadened 
and they all started to discuss other events that could be arranged for the community. A split became 
clear between an overall group discussion that was positive and focused on the achievement of the 
overall aims of the forum and discussions among those who had their own individual ideas about what 
was suitable. For example. Member J suggested that the community centre should host a Dragon’s 
Den event. However, other members seem uninterested in this because it would not be suitable for 
the wider community and the community centre was not a place where all members of the forum 
wished to visit:
“The community as a whole is disinterested in the revamped centre, as many of them liked it as 
it was... Because they enjoyed the opportunity to have a social drink with family and friends 
during events...” (Member N)
As each group member proposed and talk through their ideas such as the Dragon’s Den one, different 
members seemed to disengage and then re-engage when they were interested or approved of an 
idea. The overall objectives and goals eventually became obscured in a plethora of ideas that had 
been expressed by a number of members. What everyone else in the group thought should happen 
was not what was under discussion. Hence, the way in which they were approaching problems at 
that time meant that their ideas might be flowing but then they would get lost in conversation around 
their implementation. The only idea that seems to be approved of by most members of the group was 
a dog show because this would allow all members of the community to take part and would not 
exclude any groups:
“There are many dogs in Sheerwater and many of the owners although well intentioned could 
do with some advice and this event would be open [to] all the community and promote 
responsible dog ownership.” (Member B)
The group’s analysis here is interesting because the members seemed to feel as a group that they 
were working towards a common goal, but it was the lower level goals that would help them to 
achieve their outcomes. However, at this stage they had not realised the difference between the two 
types of goal and how this affected upon the achievement of their desired outcomes. When this was 
combined with the fact that they all had their own interests, which were having an impact upon their 
level of engagement in the group, the group was limited in what it could realistically achieve together. 
Members were still not sure of one another and stuck to their smaller groups such as Neighbourhood 
Watch where their colleagues had similar ideas and wanted to achieve similar outcomes for the 
community. The dog show was discussed by members of the group for a period because each 
person seemed to be interested in it, but it was then put on hold and the conversation redirected to 
agenda items.
The introduction of the refurbished community centre became the next topic of conversation. Member 
J gave the group an update on progress towards the redevelopment and future plans of the 
community centre. The group started to discuss the facilities that would be available to different 
community groups and how much these could be charged for the use of these facilities. The centre 
manager reiterated that the charges would be the same as at the church, because this had been used 
for many of these groups since the community centre was closed by the Council. The facilities would 
also consist of a place where groups of people would be able to use the café area to meet informally 
or just have coffee, etc. The centre manager described the layout and said there would not be a 
permanent bar there. In the previous centre there had been a bar and there were mixed opinions 
expressed by the group in that some members were in favour of it and others saw it as a source of 
trouble:
“I can see both sides of the story... those who had experienced vandalism or in neighbouring 
properties whom had been disturbed by noise as opposed to those who enjoyed a quiet social 
drink...” (MemberA)
Many members were concerned about how groups would be able to afford to use the facilities that 
had been built for the community, because there were groups that had limited funds and would not be 
able to afford the charges proposed:
“This is a disadvantaged community and local groups struggle financially and therefore the 
rates which would have to be charged to make the centre viable are beyond their means.” 
(Member E)
other group members discussed other organisations that would be able to benefit from the new 
facilities. Some commented that the Football Club (FC) would benefit from having a bar facility there, 
but that this was now to be removed in favour of a café. The centre manager responded to these 
concerns by reiterating that they were working with the FC to help them and to see if their 
requirements could be met. Another member commented that the darts group had lost a venue 
because of the Centre being closed (so they would still not have the facilities they needed) and asked 
if anything was being addressed to resolve this issue. These discussions highlighted the diverse 
groups that the centre needed to cater for and the conflicting interests of members of the community 
that needed to be met. The members of the group had very mixed opinions about which groups 
should take priority and which facilities needed to be in the building to meet those groups’ needs.
Summ ary
The example above reflects the underlying tensions that were present in the group throughout this 
meeting: while the group was still being polite, there were underlying tensions running through the 
discussions because members were not pushing for what they wanted as individuals.
Communication was candid because of the number of conflicting group interests and the group 
members were excited because they were discussing new possibilities but with conflicting views on 
what was important to them and what should take priority. This was also reflected in how the group 
members were interacting with one another because those from Neighbourhood Watch talked 
together under their breath, the community development officer supported the view of the centre 
manager who was also a Council employee, and others were silent and appeared to disengage from 
the group. Despite the fact that individuals in the group had separate opinions, some expressed them 
openly, so they were comfortable with one another but needed to be more task orientated in order to 
move issues forward. This would enable them to achieve the goals that they wanted to once they had 
agreed on exactly what they wished to achieve as a group on behalf of the community.
The centre manager concluded that there would be an opening event on 24 January. Several 
members of the group said they wanted stalls on the day to promote different causes such as raising 
money for the buggy project and raising awareness of those who care for vulnerable people who live 
in the Sheerwater community. Others offered help with getting minority groups to the event. One 
member said she had some Polish contacts that could be useful, because this would encourage a 
minority group to start to take part in the community activities. At the end of the meeting, the 
community development officer described the progress on the bicycle recycling project. This was a 
project that the group had discussed previously where abandoned bikes were collected or older bikes 
donated and younger members of the community were able to fix them by working with older 
members of the community:
“This could be very good for the community not only for keeping young people off the streets 
but also as a cheap source of cycles for other members of the community.” (Member H)
Another member suggested that the safe cycling training would be appropriate for those who would 
be involved in this project to ensure that they understood how to use the road safely. The results from 
the group assessing their group dynamics this month are shown in Table 7.22. Table 7.23 shows the 
researcher’s analysis of the group dynamics during this month. Table 7.24 shows the researchers 
reflective matrix which was completed prior to and after the meeting.
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the 
goals?
No agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over­controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5. Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Taskorientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9. Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted with 
little discussion
Accepted with no 
discussion
Table 7.22: Group assessment of their dynamics November 2008 (Sheerwater
Community Forum Group)
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the goals?
No
agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over­controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5. Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Taskorientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9. Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted with 
little discussion
Accepted with 
no discussion
Table 7.23: Researcher’s assessment of the group dynamics November 2008
(Sheerwater Community Forum Group)
S e l f  r e f l e c t io n s
Feelings prior to meeting (anxiety, etc) Anticipation, Looking forward to meeting
Mood prior to meeting (content, etc) Happy
Feelings post meeting Exhilarated
Mood post meeting Excited and passionate
I n f l u e n c e  o n  g r o u p
Are group complicit with research goals? Yes
B u i ld in g  r e la t io n s h ip s
Any concerns about individuals Recently one members wife died
Use of additional questioning to inform 
learning (selective interviews where 
appropriate)
(Has this been necessary and why? What was 
said and how did this benefit the research?)
A s s e s s m e n t  f o r  L e a r n in g
How is the team to completing tasks
(Re-examine the team’s matrix and compare to 
own observations, do you agree, etc?)
How are the group using feedback & ongoing 
data to inform learning?
Interested in observations and stimulates much 
discussion
Are the group members using time to reflect 
on cooperative learning?
Yes
Is the group making learning decisions and 
justifying them.
Not yet
Are the group building on strengths and 
target weaknesses?
Not yet
M e t h o d o lo g ic a l  L e a r n in g
Is the assessment matrix criteria clearly 
linked to assessment or does it need 
amending?
Yes
Have there been any emergent properties? No
How sensitive to emergent properties are 
you?
1 reassess the framework after each session 
with the group and whilst writing up.
Table 7.24: Researcher’s reflective matrix November 2008 (Sheerwater Community
Forum Group)
Appendix 9: Sheerwater Community Forum December 2008
In December 2008, the group met and discussed the arrangements for the dog show. Members were 
keen to address this and get it firmly on the agenda to start raising funds for the community. It would 
also help with the ongoing issues regarding irresponsible dog ownership, such as not clearing up dog 
fouling and would enable some members of the forum to give advice to other dog owners to 
encourage them to become more responsible. This united the group; all the members were able to 
agree on goals and future projects at the start of the meeting.
The group then went on to discuss a number of potential projects that members wished to implement 
but there was no set of common projects agreed on. They were good at talking things through, 
adapting their conversation to differing contexts and talking through the possibilities of what they 
could achieve, but their agreement on these matters seemed to be failing. However, they were 
developing their ideas, possible approaches to these and how they might be put into practice, but 
there was a lot of talk and no attainable goals yet. So at this point, their goals became obscured and 
the language that they were using was ‘we could...’ or ‘I think we may...’ There was much discussion 
but little focus on what actually would be done. Therefore, the group spent much time talking about 
areas of interest but these were still focused on the sub-groups and not within the context of the forum 
as a complete group. A suggestion was put forward that various sub-groups be formed so that 
different members could focus on what was of interest to them in particular. This could cause further 
sub-divisions in the group and would not enable members to meet the overall goals that they wanted 
to. This approach could be seen as beneficial to the wider community because members would be 
able to participate only in projects that affected them directly. This was not supported by all members 
and seemed to be bypassed after a few minutes and later disregarded.
There some projects that had been arranged for Christmas and the conversation started to turn to 
these. One was a Christmas coffee morning and cake sale. This was to be a fund-raising event to be 
held at the church. People were volunteering to make cakes and Christmas goodies and others to 
help on the day. Some people said they could not cook but would come and spend their money to 
support the forum. The event would be widely advertised via posters in the shops, schools, on notice 
boards and in the church. Members also committed to spreading the message as widely as possible 
by word of mouth. The proceeds from this event would be put towards any future projects such as the 
buggy project and the dog show. The other event that was being planned was working with 
Neighbourhood Watch to expand the lighting of the Christmas tree into more of an event. In previous 
years, the lights were turned on and then everyone went home. This year the local primary school 
children were going to lead the singing of carols, members of the church were going to provide people 
to give appropriate readings and there would be mulled wine and mince pies on the green:
“This is the ideal opportunity for local groups to come together and do something for the wider 
community and it is a good start to the festive season.” (Member F)
Sum m ary
This meeting was shorter than usuai because of the commitments of the forum’s members in 
December. The functionality of the group was being affected by individuals’ ideas about what was 
important to them. As the group was discussing many projects, the energy was high and positively 
focused on what members wanted to achieve. The energy ievels were frantic but, though positive, 
not being channeled towards achieving a common set of goals. Instead, Individuals focused and 
expended energy on personal concerns that they felt were in the interests of the community. This had 
an impact on the group in a number of ways because there was no cohesive voice within the group 
yet. Those who were quieter were still not saying that much yet. The former sub-groups were still 
stuck together: when contributing often one person voiced the opinion of all members so that a group 
of individuals was only represented by one opinion. This may have been because they did not yet 
feel safe enough to put forward their own opinions.
Communication was relaxed: individuals were acting as they wished and the sub-groups felt safe in 
each other’s company, but there was a divide here although the whole group was communicating 
openiy. The intimacy levels within the sub-groups were high, but in the wider group, they were mixed 
in that some members were confident and ioud while others were quiet. This is an example of 
Lewin’s observation that in smaller groups:
“...effusive communication is highly important. Tension may lead to unpleasant situations 
arising, however often these situations may not occur within these types of groups due to the 
intimacy of the group, which acts as an outer barrier to stop these situations arising” (Lewin, 
1948).
There was little acknowledgement of the environment outside the group’s immediate concerns 
(McGregor, 1960; Moon, 1999; Schon, 1983). Ali conversation focuses on the internal actions of the 
groups and not external parties or stakeholders who could have an impact on the group, it is only 
when external parties, who are not part of the core membership, attend that these types of issues are 
raised or discussed. An example of this occurred in the previous month when the community centre 
manager attended and a discussion regarding the opening of the community centre in January 
ensued. This raised concerns about a number of issues such as the iack of minority groups 
represented on the forum.
The conversation and opinions expressed within the group at the December meeting were objective 
and the overall balance of the group was good, but the members were focused in the present. All
conversation was about “What do we need to do, what can we do and how are we going to do this?” 
Therefore, they were starting to think about what they needed to do to attain their goais together. The 
results from the group assessing their group dynamics this month are shown in Table 7.25 below. 
Table 7.26 shows the researcher’s analysis of the group dynamics during this month. Table 7.27 
shows the researchers reflective matrix which was completed prior to and after the meeting.
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the 
goals?
No agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal direction. Over-controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5.
Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7 Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Task orientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9. Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted with 
little discussion
Accepted with no 
discussion
Table 7.25: Group assessment of their dynamics December 2008 (Sheerwater
Community Forum Group)
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the 
goals?
No agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal direction. Over-controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5.
Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Task orientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9 Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted with 
little discussion
Accepted with no 
discussion
Table 7.26: Researcher’s assessment of the group dynamics December 2008
(Sheerwater Community Forum Group)
S e l f  r e f l e c t io n s
Feelings prior to meeting (anxiety, etc) Tired
Mood prior to meeting (content, etc) Relaxed
Feelings post meeting Happy
Mood post meeting Relaxed
Y e s
Are group complicit with research goals? yes
B u i ld in g  r e la t io n s h ip s
Any concerns about individuals no
Use of additional questioning to inform 
learning (selective interviews where 
appropriate)
(Has this been necessary and why? What was 
said and how did this benefit the research?)
A s s e s s m e n t  f o r  L e a r n in g
How is the team to completing tasks
(Re-examine the team’s matrix and compare to 
own observations, do you agree, etc?)
How are the group using feedback & ongoing 
data to inform learning? Well
Are the group members using time to reflect 
on cooperative learning?
Yes
Is the group making learning decisions and 
justifying them. Yes
Are the group building on strengths and 
target weaknesses?
Yes
M e t h o d o lo g ic a l  L e a r n in g
Is the assessment matrix criteria clearly 
linked to assessment or does it need 
amending?
No
Have there been any emergent properties? No
How sensitive to emergent properties are 
you?
Very
Table 7.27: Researcher’s reflective matrix December 2008 (Sheerwater Community
Forum Group)
Appendix 10: Sheerwater Community Forum January 2009
The January 2009 meeting started much the same as any other, in that the group began by 
discussing a new project, namely the dog show. Various members volunteered to help with the dog 
show idea because this had been developed over the previous month. Other issues discussed varied 
from concerns surrounding the lack of engagement with the growing communication with different 
members of the community. Subsequently one member offered to produce posters in Polish so that 
this process could be instigated. The pathway beside the community centre was also discussed. It 
was felt that it was not easy for those in wheelchairs to use.
Another member referred to how useful the buggy project would be for immobile people. Further to 
this, one member suggested that the buggy that serviced the town centre was not used much and 
could be borrowed for use in Sheerwater. A guest speaker from the Borough Council disputed this by 
arguing that the buggy had been fully utilised over Christmas. Another member then suggested a 
sub-group be formed to drive the project. Yet another offered to arrange a meeting with the town 
centre group that runs the Woking Buggy Service. This project was then formally adopted by most 
members of the forum along with the dog show.
The above discussions indicated that the group members had started to formulate a number of 
projects that they could concentrate on, but at the same time, they are still slightly focused on what 
they believed should be a priority for the community. This was reflected earlier on when one member 
suggested a sub-group should be formed to discuss the buggy project and take it further. This shows 
that though most of the group were interested and supported this project, one member felt that it 
should be directed elsewhere -  i.e. to a sub-group -  so that they could focus on other projects that 
could benefit the community. The group was now ready to select priorities for medium- and long-term 
goals, because its members had started to plan and agree on a number of short- and medium-term 
projects together.
In the main, this meeting was focused on the visiting guest from Woking Borough Council. The role in 
the Council that this person had was to look after leisure services, green space, the leisure centre, 
independent living, home support, neighbourhood services, and community safety and neighbourhood 
offices. She was relatively senior and the residents were excited about her coming to speak at the 
forum. She went on to talk about the Woking Partnership and its role in helping deliver services to 
Sheerwater, Maybury, and Lakeview. Then she talked about how important it would be for the 
Partnership to communicate with local resident groups to help deliver initiatives to the community.
One member of the group enquired how the forum could feed Into this process:
“To be able to feed into projects to be run in Sheerwater at the planning stages is very 
important, as it would ensure resources are targeted exactly where the community wants them 
and avoid duplication of effort...” (Member A)
The conversation then started to revolve around issues regarding the estate and the lack of action 
that the Council had taken to address these. One member referred to how the large number of flats 
attracted people with problems:
“Our community is totally unbalanced as at its core is a section of social housing which are all 
small flats. This is 67% of the local Council’s stock of such accommodation and therefore is 
almost entirely let to people that the authority has a duty to house...these include people with 
mental health problems, drug and/or alcohol problems, those being released from prison and 
single mothers. There Is very little support for any of these groups from the statutory sector, 
leaving the community to cope alone with all the problems...” (Member N)
Then another member said there was a need to balance a large number of people with problems in 
the area -  for example, as the bungalows were housing both young and old -  and that this was a 
problem. The older residents were being disturbed by younger residents and their visitors. This had 
been occurring across many of the residential areas in Sheerwater. Another person highlighted the 
mental health problems in the area. She said that residents were prepared to help but would need 
support:
“The community could best help people with mental health issues if we received some support 
from the health authority...” (Member G)
Other local issues were discussed and so was the lack of consultation by Surrey County Council over 
changing the parking arrangements outside the shops. This was a contentious issue for residents 
because they have limited access to parking which is shared with the visitors of the local shops. The 
residents felt that the Council had not supported them because these issues had been occurring for a 
long time and they had not been consulted. The guest speaker responded by saying that this was 
about the service providers signing up to re-direct resources to these areas of greater need.
The conversation then turned to how the Council could involve Sheerwater and community members 
in the decision-making process. One member cited the example of the needle exchange idea that 
had been raised in the past and how the local people had offered useful information. This had been 
stopped because residents did not feel it was appropriate to have a needle exchange situated in a 
shopping area where children and vulnerable groups visited on a regular basis. The guest speaker 
then suggested that it would be a good idea if the Local Community Action Plan (LCAP) were adopted
by the forum. In addition, she commented that the Woking Partnership was a two-way process that 
both the service providers and residents needed to develop together over time. Another member 
asked about the forum’s potential role within the Partnership. The guest speaker responded that 
there were many possible roles for the forum. The Chair then said that the forum needed a 
permanent base and recognition by the Borough Council, and that it would benefit from funding from 
the Council and a website or page on ‘Windows on Woking’. This is the website where all community 
groups in the area have space to advertise their activities and events (see Figure 8.1).
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Figure 7.1: Screenshot of the ‘Window on Woking’ homepage
The community centre manager commented that it was the role of the community centre to support 
the community. A group member commented that the signage around the area needed improving in 
terms of the children’s centre. Then residents and visitors to the area would be able to find these 
more easily. This person also commented on the fact that the community centre was located away 
from the centre of Sheerwater and that some members of the community might find it difficult to 
access. The guest speaker responded that the forum needed to represent the whole community. 
Another group member said she was looking for younger people or Asian people to join the forum. It 
was agreed that it would be a good idea to include Urdu in future publications. When this issue was 
raised, the group members started to consider some of the broader issues that Sheerwater faced as a 
community, and to move away from their individual concerns. This factor was helped by the guest 
who had come to talk to them about the community at large and not their individual concerns. The 
members began to agree on some smaller goals, but in the main, the meeting was focused on the 
visiting guest from Woking Borough Council. The conversation revolved the lack of action that the 
Council had taken to address issues on the estate. The group was not focused on this session 
because there was a visitor and a lot of discussion going on. A number of issues and concerns were 
put forward for the members’ consideration. This made them excited but in an unstructured way.
Summary
Overall individuals were still focusing on their own areas of interest. The goals of the group were 
obscured by two elements: one was the presence of the person from Woking Borough Council and 
the other was that the individuals were mostly focusing on their own concerns. This meant that the 
overall goal direction of the group was still fragmented, although the group united at the meeting 
because it had a common goal of making Shearwater a better place to live and this was brought out 
by comments made to the visiting guest from the Council. The group members were relaxed with 
each other; though the sub-groups were still noticeable, they were starting to dissipate. The group 
members came together when the guest from the Council started to speak and they voiced common 
concerns regarding their community:
“The imbalance in the community and the authorities’ lack of willingness to address [it] is the
one issue that will really unite everyone as it has the widest effect community.” (Member A)
The tension of the group was heightened as the group members came together and discussed their 
common concerns. It was obvious how important the overall progress of making Shearwater a better 
place to live was to them. The guest speaker from the Council certainly stirred up some interesting 
emotions between them and this was reflected in the tension as they responded to her question 
regarding their concerns and the adoption of the LCAP:
“We are concerned, as some members do understand what this is and how it was devised and
still found it difficult to believe that the local authority really would do anything in Shearwater;
they thought this was all talk.” (Member N)
The group tone was logical because the members were trying to get across how important their 
concerns were through discussion with the guest from Woking Borough Council. They focused on 
some of the higher community concerns and a few raised their individual concerns regarding the 
Council’s mismanagement and lack of consultation while they had been running the estate, but it was 
clear that this has been just the tip of the iceberg because these issues had been around for a long 
period of time. The balance of the group during this meeting varied between being emotional and 
overall harmonious while they were discussing community issues. It was harmonious because of the 
members’ need as a group to communicate what was important to them in the limited time that they 
had. On an individual level, the conversation was more emotive because those individuals who spoke 
chose to bring into conversation issues that were important to them. The results from the group 
assessing their group dynamics this month are shown in Table 7.28. Table 7.29 shows the 
researcher’s analysis of the group dynamics during this month. Table 7.30 shows the researchers 
reflective matrix which was completed prior to and after the meeting.
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the 
goals?
No agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over-controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5.
Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Task orientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9. Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted with 
little discussion
Accepted with no 
discussion
Table 7.28: Group assessment of their dynamics January 2009 (Shearwater
Community Forum Group)
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the 
goals?
No agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over-controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5.
Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Task orientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9. Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted with 
little discussion
Accepted with 
no discussion
Table 7.29: Researcher’s assessment of the group dynamics January 2009
(Shearwater Community Forum Group)
S e l f  r e f l e c t io n s
Feelings prior to meeting (anxiety, etc) Tired, anticipating a good evening with more resuits
Mood prior to meeting (content, etc) content and passive
Feelings post meeting Happy
Mood post meeting Content
i n f l u e n c e  o n  g r o u p
Are group compiicit with research goais? Yes
B u i ld in g  r e la t io n s h ip s
Any concerns about individuals No
Use of additional questioning to inform 
learning (seiective interviews where 
appropriate)
(Has this been necessary and why? What was 
said and how did this benefit the research?)
A s s e s s m e n t  f o r  L e a r n in g
How is the team to completing tasks (Re-examine the team’s matrix and compare to own observations, do you agree, etc?)
How are the group using feedback & ongoing 
data to inform iearning? Yes
Are the group members using time to reflect 
on cooperative learning?
Yes
Is the group making learning decisions and 
justifying them.
Yes
Are the group building on strengths and 
target weaknesses? Yes
M e t h o d o lo g ic a l  L e a r n in g
Is the assessment matrix criteria cieariy 
iinked to assessment or does it need 
amending?
No
Have there been any emergent properties? No
How sensitive to emergent properties are 
you?
Very
Table 7.30: Researcher’s reflective matrix January 2009 (Shearwater Community
Forum Group)
Appendix 11: Shearwater Community Forum March 2009
By March 2009, the group was starting to focus on a few projects which individuals were working 
together to deliver. The meetings were much more structured mainly due to the presence of a set 
agenda. A charity shop was to be opened, a dog show was being planned, and the buggy project 
was going ahead. These were the main projects that the group had agreed needed to be delivered:
“I am really [happy] that we have agreed on a way forward... it will be nice to get something 
done and not just talk about it.” (Member A)
The group members had now agreed on the main project that they would be working on and this had 
shifted the balance of their whole conversation and they had become more ordered. Each of the 
projects was of equal importance to each of the members so they could now focus on what they 
needed to do. The dog show was to take place in May and the group had contacted Pets at Home for 
sponsorship. They agreed to display a poster for the dog show but said their HQ should be 
approached about sponsoring. The Chair said she would write to their HQ. The event would be held 
on 16 May from 1.00 pm on the recreation ground. One member commented that it would not be 
appropriate to have dogs (in numbers) in Parkview although humans would be a different issue. The 
children’s centre manager said she would help by holding a colouring competition on the day. The 
Chair was to seek a quote for insurance for three events for the forum. Another member said she 
would contact the Police Dog Section and Pets for Therapy to see if either would attend on the day. 
Another suggested that snacks could be sold from Parkview Community Centre in Sheerwater. 
However, this was not possible because the staffing levels at the weekend meant that the community 
centre would be closed.
Other issues that arose concerned the bins in Dartmouth Avenue because these had been removed. 
The community development officer had discussed this with a member of the Council who had said 
there were no plans to replace them and, if they were replaced, there would be fewer of them:
“How does the Council think they will encourage recycling if they make it more difficult for 
people to access the recycling facilities. We will lobby to keep them... “(Member G)
In addition, the forum discussed other guest speakers whom they could approach to come and talk to 
the group about local issues. The Chair said she would write to the Chair of Woking Athletic Club 
inviting him to a forum meeting and another member suggested that the forum approach SusTrans 
(Sustainable Transport Charity). The Chair said that she had secured the use of the neighbourhood 
office and would use it to hold things like bric-a-brac sales with funds going to Helping Hands and the 
forum:
“It will be good to raise money in Sheerwater that people can see being spent locally.”
(Member A)
The Chair also reported progress on the buggy project and a potential sponsor; Woking Community 
Transport had offered to train the drivers and suggested the use of a mobile phone line to be used for 
booking the buggy. She had emailed a Council member asking if the project could use the back yard 
of the neighbourhood office to store and re-charge the buggy.
Then progress on the new community centre was reported: the meal service was up and running but 
some people could not get there because of mobility problems. These issues had been highlighted in 
earlier meetings and the Chair pointed out that the buggy project should help. Another member 
suggested use of the Bustler service, but it was agreed that the cost of this would be expensive for 
some at £5 for short return journeys.
The community centre employee then reported that they were looking at a variety of entertainers for 
events like St Patrick’s Day and St George’s Day. She said there would be a family fun day on 27 
March and an Easter family fun event on 6 April from 12.00 pm until 2.00 pm. A member of the forum 
then volunteered to help with this. In addition, there would soon be hip hop-type dance classes and 
the community centre staff was considering an After Schools Club as well. Another forum member 
raised the problems that working parents have getting to these events. It was agreed that more 
volunteers were needed to staff more events to cover such issues. It was then stated that the 
community centre was putting on yoga. Pilâtes, ‘No Smoking’, and belly dancing. Another member 
suggested a CV-writing event, but another commented that they centre did most of these things 
already.
A guest speaker from Surrey Wildlife Trust outlined her role and the organisation’s target to do 
outreach work in communities (including Sheerwater and Maybury) about encouraging the use of 
green spaces with easy access pathways. The Trust is working with schools, targeting the 
unemployed and seeking to support existing groups. Discussion of the adoption of the LCAP was put 
back to the next meeting.
Summ ary
Overall, the group was discussing issues objectively because the agenda had dictated the subject 
matter. It was interesting to see how this had had an impact on the group members and the overall 
balance of their interactions: some who were usually quite outspoken had withdrawn and the quieter
members were now voicing their opinions. In conjunction with this, the group members were 
definitely aware of what had to be done and by when, so they had become more focused.
Their communication was inhibited by the restricted subject matter and the revised structure of the 
meeting’s agenda. Their body language was closed; while they seemed very interested in the subject 
matter and wanted to play a part, not all members had spoken. The tone of the group’s conversation 
was flat and seemed to be procedural. This was probably because the meeting had also taken a 
more formal approach, with the adoption of a set structure and updates received at preplanned parts 
of the meeting, so the conversations were more controlled and so were the members’ inputs. This 
was the first meeting where this structure had been implemented.
The tonality of the group and the energy went together. The members were probably feeling 
constrained by this new approach, though once they got used to it they should manage to achieve 
more. The subject matter under discussion had been restricted and this had led to a slightly 
constricted view being taken by the members. The tension in the group seemed delicate. However, 
the members were quietly listening and expressing an interest in what was happening within the 
group. The effectiveness of the group was fragmented because of the feeling of constraint of the 
other group members. The impression was that some were interested in what was being discussed 
whereas others would still rather be focusing the group’s attention on their individual interests at some 
level. Although they acknowledged what was going on, they seemed to be distracted by other 
concerns. The results from the group assessing their group dynamics this month are shown in Table 
7.31. Table 7.32 shows the researcher’s analysis of the group dynamics during this month. Table 
7.33 shows the researchers reflective matrix which was completed prior to and after the meeting.
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the 
goals?
No agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over-controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5.
Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Task orientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9. Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted with 
little discussion
Accepted with no 
discussion
Table 7.31: Group assessment of their dynamics March 2009 (Sheerwater Community
Forum Group)
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the 
goals?
No agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over-controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5.
Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Task orientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9. Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted with 
little discussion
Accepted with no 
discussion
Table 7.32: Researcher’s assessment of the group dynamics March 2009 (Sheerwater
Community Forum Group)
S e l f  r e f l e c t io n s
Feelings prior to meeting (anxiety, etc) Relaxed and happy
Mood prior to meeting (content, etc) Content and looking forward to meeting
Feelings post meeting Content and looking forward to meeting
Mood post meeting Happy
I n f l u e n c e  o n  g r o u p
Are group compiicit with research goals? Yes
B u i ld in g  r e la t io n s h ip s
Any concerns about individuals No all seem well
Use of additional questioning to inform 
learning (selective interviews where 
appropriate)
(Has this been necessary and why? What was 
said and how did this benefit the research?)
A s s e s s m e n t  f o r  L e a r n in g
How is the team to completing tasks
(Re-examine the team’s matrix and compare to 
own observations, do you agree, etc?)
How are the group using feedback & ongoing 
data to inform learning?
Much is happening and moving
Are the group members using time to reflect 
on cooperative learning?
Yes
Is the group making learning decisions and 
justifying them.
Seems that they are stronger than ever
Are the group building on strengths and 
target weaknesses?
One member dominates and talks over 
others/does not seem that all members speak
M e t h o d o lo g ic a l  L e a r n in g
Is the assessment matrix criteria clearly 
linked to assessment or does it need 
amending?
This is fine at this moment in time.
Have there been any emergent properties? No
How sensitive to emergent properties are 
you?
Very
Table 7.33: Researcher’s reflective matrix March 2009 (Sheerwater Community Forum
Group)
Appendix 12: Sheerwater Community Forum May 2009
In May 2009, the group had significantly moved forward. The dog show was still being planned to 
take place later on that month. One member said there was nothing from Rescue Dogs at Chobham 
nor from the Police, so there would have to be dog treats as prizes and there would be first, second 
and third in each class. Judges were finalised and the winners’ rosettes were on the way, but there 
was nothing from Pets at Home. It was decided that the set up would be at 11.30 am. A couple of 
members said that they would collect the money. Each participant would get a number when he or 
she paid. Another member would have a sheet for each class and they would have water available 
for the dogs.
The community development officer pointed out that the junior footballers would be there but they 
should not clash; there should be enough space for both events. Another member commented that 
she did not foresee this being a problem because the dogs would be over the other side of the 
recreation ground and on leads.
The Chair then said she had raised money through the tabletop sale -  £20 for Helping Hands, £20 for 
St Michaels and £20 for the forum. She said that £10 would be spent on a license for the dog show 
from the Kennel Club. She also told the group that the Sheerwater neighbourhood office would close 
at the end of July and that she would arrange a meeting with an officer from Woking Borough Council 
to discuss the possibility of using those premises as a meeting place for the forum. The community 
development officer said that separate organisations needed to have public liability insurance in place 
to be able to book Council premises for meetings but, because this insurance cover costs the smaller 
groups a large part of their funding, various options were being looked at.
The same member then went on to update the group on the Community Radio project and said that 
the Council was supporting the project. A general discussion followed about possible issues 
associated with having the radio station in Sheerwater. The community development officer then 
reported on the latest news about the junior football -  that a number of boys had joined -  and that 
cricket was going to be launched in Sheerwater soon. Lastly, the community centre manager said 
that they were planning a formal evening at Parkview to obtain funds for the buggy project. There 
was a discussion about this.
Summ ary
Overall, the group had started to achieve their goals and they were all working in the same direction.
In conjunction with this, the group members were aware of what had to be done and by when, so they 
had become more focused. Their communication was open, which enabled their discussion to flow
as they shared their ideas. The tone of the group’s conversation was dynamic as they each shared 
their thoughts. Their tonality and energy went together, as they were excited at some points during 
conversations but calmed down when they were discussing tasks. The tension in the group seemed 
ordered: some listened whilst others contributed their ideas and then these were discussed. The 
effectiveness of the group was flowing as they all started to work together towards the same goals 
and overall the group dynamics were balanced. The results from the group assessing their group 
dynamics this month are shown in Table 7.34 below. Table 7.35 shows the researcher’s analysis of 
the group dynamics during this month. Table 7.36 shows the researchers reflective matrix which was 
completed prior to and after the meeting.
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the 
goals?
No agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over-controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5.
Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Task orientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9 Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted with 
little discussion
Accepted with no 
discussion
Table 7.34: Group assessment of their dynamics May 2009 (Sheerwater Community
Forum Group)
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the 
goals?
No agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over-controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5.
Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid
Relaxed
6. Tension. Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Task orientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9 Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted with 
little discussion
Accepted with no 
discussion
Table 7.35: Researcher’s assessment of the group dynamics May 2009 (Sheerwater
Community Forum Group)
S e l f  r e f l e c t io n s
Feelings prior to meeting (anxiety, etc) Relaxed, Happy
Mood prior to meeting (content, etc) Content
Feelings post meeting Relaxed, Happy
Mood post meeting Content
I n f l u e n c e  o n  g r o u p
Are group complicité with research goals? Yes
B u i ld in g  r e ia t io n s h ip s
Any concerns about individuals No
Use of additional questioning to inform 
learning (selective interviews where 
appropriate)
(Has this been necessary and why? What was 
said and how did this benefit the research?)
A s s e s s m e n t  f o r  L e a r n in g
How is the team to completing tasks
(Re-examine the team’s matrix and compare to 
own observations, do you agree, etc?)
How are the group using feedback & ongoing 
data to inform learning?
Used every month to build on learning
Are the group members using time to reflect 
on cooperative learning?
Yes
Is the group making learning decisions and 
justifying them.
Yes
Are the group building on strengths and 
target weaknesses?
Yes
M e th o d o lo g ic a l  L e a r n in g
Is the assessment matrix criteria clearly 
linked to assessment or does it need 
amending?
Yes
Have there been any emergent properties? No
How sensitive to emergent properties are 
you?
Very
Table 7.36: Researcher’s reflective matrix May 2009 (Sheerwater Community Forum
Group)
Appendix 13: Berkshire Community Foundation January 2011
In January 2011, work commenced with the Berkshire Community Foundation. The Foundation had 
been working with groups that sought to tackle needs at a grassroots level in Berkshire communities.
It existed to deliver philanthropic advice, grant-making services, community leadership, and to help 
build endowment funds so that it could keep helping groups on an ongoing basis. In January, the 
group consisted of eight members; however, only five members were present at this group meeting. 
Two members were away on holiday (Members B, D) and another member was working in the 
community that day (Member E). This was the second meeting and the start of the research period. 
Each third Monday of the month the researcher attended the group meeting where there was an 
informal set agenda. All members would discuss what they had been working on and give a brief 
update on progress to date. Then they would talk about what they were doing in the coming weeks 
and share ideas with other group members. At this moment in time, the group was based in a set of 
interlinked run-down port cabins. All members had their own small area that was away from the rest 
of the group; this consisted of pieces of furniture that had been donated by the same company that 
allowed them to use the port cabins rent-free.
At this meeting, one could really experience how each member was disconnected. As they discussed 
in turn what they were working on, it became very apparent that all members were focused on their 
particular area of Interest. Although this was a small organisation and group, all members had their 
own tasks, work routines and set norms. Everyone listened to each other as they described what 
they did but it was clear that some members were more interested than others were, whereas others 
disconnected and waited for the conversation to turn to them. In particular. Member C spent most of 
the time looking down at the table and doodling on her pad. When she was asked to contribute to the 
discussion by sharing what she had been doing, her manner was aloof and her answer short:
“Finances, answering the phone and I will be doing the same next week” (Member C)
Others tried to encourage her to say more, but she managed to keep all her answers brief and to the 
point. In this sense, one was able to tell that there was some underlying issue here, which Member C 
felt strongly about but did not feel ready to voice. As the meeting progressed, it became very clear 
that the group members did not feel as if they had a common set of goals. They all thought that their 
activities were important but they did not really understand what that they were supposed to be 
working towards. This made their agreement on their goal inconsistent.
All members who were present discussed their own work and did not really relate to others or ask any 
questions. They seemed to just describe their activities and then switch off to others as they started 
to share. This showed that as a group they were purposeless because they were not working
towards any specific goals that contributed to group life. They did not have anything to aim for or to 
work towards together. During much of the time that the researcher spent with the group, there was a 
strong sense that the members were uninterested and bored. They only seemed to contribute to the 
conversation when they were asked to. This would often mean that Member A would ask another 
something specific about an issue. For example, when trying to engage Member C in conversation, 
he said:
“Why do you feel like this [when] everyone else is willing to give this a chance?” (Member A)
In response. Member C shrugged her shoulders and looked away, disengaging eye contact from him 
and the group.
Summ ary
Throughout this meeting, the energy was constricted by the whole group and the way in which the 
members interacted and spoke with one another. They were not engaged or interested in anything 
beyond what they had been asked to discuss. They only answered direct questions when they had 
to, and they did not interact with each other or show any interest in each other’s working activity.
Some members were not interested or bothered about interacting with one another; if someone said 
the wrong thing, there was no reaction or interaction. Their activities were very disjointed because 
they did not work together; everyone seemed to focus on their own tasks and functionality, and not to 
have an interest beyond this. They only discussed their tasks. There was a little interactive 
conversation but the answers were kept brief and to the point. This indicated that their 
communication was inhibited.
The tension was quite high at this time; this may have been for underlying reasons that were not 
apparent at this point. However, this had an impact upon the members’ overall effectiveness because 
they were very logical in that they were almost mechanical and objective throughout the meeting and 
afterwards just returned to their own work areas. They accepted comments with little discussion, 
which meant that there was underlying issues that would become apparent later. The results from the 
group assessing their group dynamics this month are shown in Table 7.37. Table 7.38 shows the 
researcher’s analysis of the group dynamics during this month. Table 7.39 shows the researchers 
reflective matrix which was completed prior to and after the meeting.
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the 
goals?
No
agreement Dissent Unison Assent
Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over­controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure
Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5.
Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid
Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Taskorientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious
Emotive
9 Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected
Considered
Accepted with 
little 
discussion
Accepted with 
no discussion
Table 7.37: Group assessment of their dynamics January 2011 (Berkshire Community
Foundation Group)
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the 
goals?
No
agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over­controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5.
Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid
Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Taskorientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9 Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted with 
little 
discussion
Accepted with 
no discussion
Table 7.38: Researcher’s assessment of the group dynamics January 2011 (Berkshire
Community Foundation Group)
S e l f  r e f l e c t io n s
Feelings prior to meeting (anxiety, etc) Anxious, not much sleep worried about outcome
Mood prior to meeting (content, etc) Tired but a little worried
Feelings post meeting Happy and content
Mood post meeting Content
I n f l u e n c e  o n  g r o u p
Are group compiicit with research goals? Mainly
B u i ld in g  r e la t io n s h ip s
Any concerns about individuals No
Use of additional questioning to inform 
learning (selective interviews where 
appropriate)
(Has this been necessary and why? What was 
said and how did this benefit the research?)
A s s e s s m e n t  f o r  L e a r n in g
How is the team to completing tasks
(Re-examine the team’s matrix and compare to 
own observations, do you agree, etc?)
How are the group using feedback & ongoing 
data to inform learning?
First Meeting
Are the group members using time to reflect 
on cooperative learning?
First Meeting
Is the group making learning decisions and 
justifying them. First Meeting
Are the group building on strengths and 
target weaknesses?
First Meeting
M e t h o d o lo g ic a l  L e a r n in g
Is the assessment matrix criteria clearly 
linked to assessment or does it need 
amending?
Yes,
Have there been any emergent properties? Yes,
How sensitive to emergent properties are 
you?
Yes,
Table 7.39: Researcher’s reflective matrix January 2011 (Berkshire Community
Foundation Group)
Appendix 14: Berkshire Community Foundation February 2011
In February 2011, six members of the group were present. Member G was giving presentations to 
some community groups and Member B was unweii. The group met and aii the members discussed 
what they were working on and how this was being progressed. They also highlighted what they had 
coming up in the near future. The interactions between the members were frequent. They discussed 
their work tasks in turn, some mechanically going through the motions of their group meeting while 
others were cieariy excited about their work. Member A interjected at points and keenly asked 
questions:
“Last week, I did not do much, but I did some phone training with a group and they were very 
excited. This week I will be working on badges for unitary and creating a directory in our 
website...” (Member E)
“is that more than what we have in our existing directory?” (Member A)
“Yes, I will be adding some more on as local giving does not inciude these so I have to add this 
myself.” (Member E)
This stimulated further conversation among the group members as they wondered what else couid be 
moved online and how they could go about doing this. They started to show an interest in Member 
E’s work because they could see a benefit to themselves. Member A then started to discuss his week 
and some of the important meetings that he was attending, and he gave an update from the Board of 
Trustees. He also mentioned that he had been allowed to start to look for some new offices. This 
caused some banter and excitement among ail the group members, because they had believed that 
they would be based in the port cabins for another few years:
“So finally we will be moving. Member A? ... How long have you been promising this for?!!” 
(Member C)
This brought to light some other issues as the group discussed how they felt about being based in 
port cabins. They ail agreed that they did not reaily work together because they were all based in 
their own small office area. The port cabins were cold, dirty, and damp and they all really wanted to 
move. They felt as if they did not reaily talk to or work with one another as they thought they would do 
if they were based in an open-plan office. They were ail lifted by the possibility of a move.
Summary
The meeting ended on a high note, which lifted the group’s spirits, because at times they stili seemed 
quite mechanical in their responses and interactions. They did not have any shared goals that they 
were working towards. However, through discussion, areas of common interest started being 
identified, especially around improving online resources and records. Group goals were obscured by 
everyone focusing on their own areas of interest and tasks and it started to become apparent that 
their working environment had an impact upon their ability to work together, because they each had 
their own office area.
The group’s interactions were less flat than in January. They shared more of their personal thoughts, 
made jokes, and were sarcastic to one another, especially to Member A. The energy was much 
higher because the group members were more interested in discussing issues that were of interest to 
them, such as the possibiiity of moving offices. This changed their dynamics completely because 
communication became much livelier and they started to express their feeiings.
The tension of the group was balanced as the members interacted well. At times, when they had 
common areas of interest, this was expressed through their diaiogue. At other times, when members 
discussed their work roles, there was less interest from other members but no tension. Members 
interacted with each other on a logical level. This was because of two factors: one was the way that 
the accommodation was set out because it did not allow them to work together; the other was that 
and they did not have shared group goais. Overall, the balance of the group was harmonious 
because the members did interact when they had common interests. Though they all felt that their 
personai tasks were important, on reflection they did not feel that they were always in baiance 
because they did not have the infrastructure or systems to work with each other in that way. Many 
hopes were being pinned on moving offices and the information technology infrastructure being 
improved in the near future. They feit that they had considered the observer’s comments during the 
facilitating of the decision-making process within the group. The results from the group assessing 
their group dynamics this month are shown in Table 7.40. Table 7.41 shows the researcher’s 
analysis of the group dynamics during this month. Table 7.42 shows the researchers reflective matrix 
which was completed prior to and after the meeting.
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the 
goals?
No
agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over­controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5.
Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7 Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Taskorientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9. Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted with 
little 
discussion
Accepted with 
no discussion
Table 7.40: Group assessment of their dynamics February 2011 (Berkshire
Community Foundation Group)
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the 
goals?
No
agreement Dissent Unison Assent
Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over­controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure
Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5.
Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid
Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance TaskOrientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9. Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted with 
little 
discussion
Accepted with 
no discussion
Table 7.41: Researcher’s assessment of the group dynamics February 2011 (Berkshire
Community Foundation Group)
S e l f  r e f l e c t io n s
Feelings prior to meeting (anxiety, etc) Feeling tired and a little ill
Mood prior to meeting (content, etc) Just flat
Feelings post meeting Great feel energised and excited
Mood post meeting Feel very happy and content
I n f l u e n c e  o n  g r o u p
Are group compiicit with research goals? Yes
B u i ld in g  r e la t io n s h ip s
Any concerns about individuals No
Use of additional questioning to inform 
learning (selective interviews where 
appropriate)
(Has this been necessary and why? What was 
said and how did this benefit the research?)
A s s e s s m e n t  f o r  L e a r n in g
How is the team to completing tasks
(Re-examine the team’s matrix and compare to 
own observations, do you agree, etc?)
How are the group using feedback & ongoing 
data to inform learning?
Yes
Are the group members using time to reflect 
on cooperative learning?
Yes
Is the group making learning decisions and 
justifying them.
Yes
Are the group building on strengths and 
target weaknesses?
Yes
M e t h o d o lo g ic a l  L e a r n in g
Is the assessment matrix criteria clearly 
linked to assessment or does it need 
amending?
Yes
Have there been any emergent properties? No
How sensitive to emergent properties are 
you?
Very
Table 7.42: Researcher’s reflective matrix February 2011 (Berkshire Community
Foundation Group)
Appendix 15: Berkshire Community Foundation March 2011
On March 2011, seven out of eight members were present (Member F was ill). Everyone discussed 
what they had been working on and what they had coming up over the following week. This passed 
quickly and much discussion focused on how they felt.
Summ ary
The members' view was that they did not have consistent goals to work towards they were doing very 
different individual jobs and it would be much easier for them to work towards an interlinked set of 
common goals, as the lack of a consistent common goal was affecting their effectiveness as a group.
Member A took this away and said that he could see the benefit of the group having a set of common 
goals to work towards. There seemed to be three ideas about the organisation’s main goal. Each 
was valid to a point, but the ideas needed to be clarified and interlinked so that everyone knew where 
they fitted in and what they were working towards overall. This had been an ongoing theme for the 
last few meetings because members did not feel they really knew where they fit in.
“My role is admin and finance but I don’t really know where I fit in...” (Member 0)
The group’s goals were obscured on one level because, although everyone was happy and knew 
what they had to do, they did not really see how they contributed to the overall goals of the 
organisation. This was partly because there seemed to be inconsistent thoughts about what the 
group’s core goals were and partly because there appeared to be three versions of this set of goals. 
This could easily be changed once one common objective with goals had been agreed. This was the 
first time the group members had started to consider the impact that this had had on them as 
individuals and how this had affected their working relationships. They had started to look beyond 
their own interests and feelings, and to consider how this had affected them as a group. Member C 
was engaging with the group much more at this meeting; at the previous two meetings, she had 
seemed quite detached, only occasionally making sarcastic comments. She started sharing how she 
felt about her job and how some activities were flexible and some were not. She was starting to 
reflect with the group how she worked with others in the group:
“We are not overly controlled, we are not constrained... I think that we are obscured.”
(Member C)
The individuals in the group started to discuss how they worked together, but agreed that beyond 
working interactions there was littie communication between them. Therefore, they only interacted 
with each other at work if they were working on a task together. They discussed their communication 
style at length, debating the differences between their personal and work conversations with each 
other. They felt that they communicated openly with each other most of the time, though there was a 
debate as to whether this was slightly inhibited because of their working relationships.
“I do not say everything I think as this would not always be good!” (Member D)
In this respect, there may have been some underlying tensions, which had not yet been expressed by 
members of the group.
“It’s like a family, I mean we ail have our moments but then you just have to walk away...” 
(Member C)
The tension of the group was balanced and members were happy with how they interacted. No one 
mentioned any other issues at this time. Members were interacting with each other on a logical level 
because the way the accommodation was set out did not allow them to work together, and in addition, 
no one really focused on each other’s task as a group although they did interact; they felt they would 
be more effective in an open-plan office. The overall balance of the group was harmonious because 
members did not yet have meaningful interactions. They needed a common set of goals to work 
towards and a work environment that would allow them to work together in one area.
“It’s hard as we all have small offices so we might not see one another for hours... it would be 
easier if we had an open-plan office as we would all be together.” (Member H)
The group members felt that, overall, they were not always in balance because they did not have the 
infrastructure or systems to work with each other in that way. All hope that this would change were 
being pinned on moving offices and the information technology infrastructure being improved in the 
near future. The members felt that they had been considered feedback given to them during the 
facilitating of the decision making process within the group.
Overall the group’s assessment was thorough; however, the members were more sincere than 
dynamic because they were just starting to share their feelings with each other. If they were dynamic, 
their energy would be much more focused between discussing their tasks and emotions and how their 
effectiveness could be improved. In parts their communication was candid as a few underlying 
comments showed:
“It’s difficult to be honest... as you need to keep the office on an even keel... if you said what 
you thought this would not help.” (Member B)
Two main individuals (Members B, C) made these comments, though the rest of the group did not 
seem to notice this at this stage. The resuits from the group assessing their group dynamics this 
month are shown in Table 7.43 below. Table 7.44 shows the researcher’s analysis of the group 
dynamics during this month. Table 7.45 shows the researchers reflective matrix which was 
completed prior to and after the meeting.
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the 
goals?
No agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over­controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure
Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5.
Communication Closed inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical inflexible
8. Balance TaskOrientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious
Emotive
9 Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted with 
little 
discussion
Accepted with 
no discussion
Table 7.43: Group assessment of their dynamics March 2011 (Berkshire Community
Foundation Group)
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the 
goals?
No
agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over­controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5.
Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Taskorientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9 Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted with 
little 
discussion
Accepted with 
no discussion
Table 7.44: Researcher’s assessment of the group dynamics March 2011 (Berkshire
Community Foundation Group)
S e l f  r e f l e c t io n s
Feelings prior to meeting (anxiety, etc)
1 was siight down before the meeting as the 
dogs had an emergency op this morning
Mood prior to meeting (content, etc) Feeiing siightly down and not very sociable
Feeiings post meeting
Feel great the meeting went very weli and we 
discussed everything at iength everything feit 
very easy going but purposefui.
Mood post meeting Very happy and content
I n f l u e n c e  o n  g r o u p
Are group complicit with research goals?
Yes surprisingiy Anita whom anti- was doing 
anything spoke mostly this month which is 
great as she seemed to reaiiy enjoy it.
B u i ld in g  r e la t io n s h ip s
Any concerns about individuals No
Use of additional questioning to inform 
iearning (selective interviews where 
appropriate)
(Has this been necessary and why? What was 
said and how did this benefit the research?) No
A s s e s s m e n t  f o r  L e a r n in g
How is the team to completing tasks
(Re-examine the teams matrix and compare to 
own observations, do you agree, etc?)
How are the group using feedback & ongoing 
data to inform iearning?
No
Are the group members using time to reflect 
on cooperative iearning?
Yes, they are reflecting nicely and discussions 
are productive though there are stiii some 
silences.
Is the group making iearning decisions and 
justifying them.
Yes, they are looking forward to working 
together in an open pian office and think that 
this wili make a big difference to their working 
practices and communications etc.
Are the group building on strengths and 
target weaknesses?
The group are focusing on building common 
goais and seeking to understand each other’s 
motivations.
M e t h o d o lo g ic a l  L e a r n in g
is the assessment matrix criteria clearly 
linked to assessment or does it need 
amending?
Yes it is dear
Have there been any emergent properties? No
How sensitive to emergent properties are 
you?
No
Table 7.45: Researcher’s reflective matrix March 2011 (Berkshire Community
Foundation Group)
Appendix 16: Berkshire Community Foundation April 2011
In April 2011, all permanent six members were present (Members A, B, 0, D, E, F); the two temporary 
members of staff had now left (Members G, H) because their contracts had ended.
This time the meeting venue was different from those in previous months. The meeting was held at 
the organisation’s new office premises, which were a short distance away from the existing offices. 
The group was due to move into the new office within three weeks. It was a large open-plan room 
large enough to have six desks. There was also a large adjoining office with a meeting table 
designated to be Member A’s office. The first hour of the meeting was dominated by excitement and 
anticipation as the members discussed where they wanted to sit and how the new office could be laid 
out. They also discussed what furniture they would bring and what they would leave, how much 
furniture they could fit in this new office, what type of image they wanted to give to visitors and 
whether they would be able to store all their paperwork.
Once the discussion regarding the new offices was over, the group sat at the large meeting table. 
Everyone discussed what they had been working on, what tasks they had coming up over the next 
few weeks, including the office move, and how each of them would manage this. Member A started 
by proudly announcing that the Board of Trustees had agreed the new business plan, and he joked 
about the move:
"... We have only waited two or three years for this... “(Member A)
Member C bantered with him for a moment and then the mood of the group seemed to change. 
Member A started to discuss how everyone would understand the business plan. They would all have 
their own set of objectives that would be discussed individually in their appraisals. The group 
members were also being encouraged to take on responsibilities so that each individual would be 
responsible for a specific area of the business plan. There was a lot of anticipation, excitement and 
nervousness about what the changes meant for the organisation and individuals. Member C was 
anxious about her objectives:
“Well until I know what they are how can I know... it would be good to know though... my 
appraisal is next week! “ (Member C)
At this time, only one member had been appraised (Member D). The others were still unsure of what 
the business plan was and what it would mean to them, their personal objectives, and how these 
might change.
Summary
The group still has not shared group goals or understood what each individual was working towards.
At the same time, they were moving to new premises, which was very exciting for them and a new 
start for the group. However, during this meeting, as the group discussed its work. Members B and C 
were silent. They did not interact with each other or the group as they had done in the previous 
month. Member C spent most of her time looking down at the meeting table and only interacted with 
others when asked a direct question.
Additionally, Member F seemed to be focused on doodling in her book until she was asked to share 
what she had been working on. It seemed that the initial excitement that had dominated the group 
had gone as members started to talk about work tasks and changes. Member A seemed unaware of 
the change of mood in the group. It became clear that there were some underlying relationship 
issues here, which had not yet been vocalised, because in the previous month Members B and C had 
talked and shared their thoughts openly. This was when Member F was away sick. These underlying 
issues were to surface at a later meeting where they were brought to the group’s attention. The group 
members did not communicate these feelings to each other although Members B, C, and F spoke 
candidly when they were addressed directly. Moreover, because the feelings were not openly 
discussed, there was no tension in the group when members spoke to each other. However, this 
month the group was in a transitional phase, members were both excited and nervous about what all 
this change would mean to them and the group. They were all keeping a positive outlook for what the 
move meant to them:
“I think we will be able to work together more as we will all share the same space.” (Member F)
The change was perceived to be good, needed, and timely by the group as a whole. However, 
overall, all the members wanted the new offices to create the correct external image to visitors so they 
could raise the external profile of the organisation. This was the start of a new exciting phase in the 
group’s work. Though they were excited, all members were still focused on their own concerns and 
they were not ready to discuss their work tasks objectively together as a group. They still talked using 
T and not ‘we’, and only considered what they thought was appropriate without reflecting on what the 
rest of the group was thinking or feeling.
This month the researcher’s assessment differed from the group’s because there were still a few 
members who were silent and reluctant to share their thoughts. Member F seemed to have had an 
impact on how much Members B and C were willing to share. The previous month they were very 
talkative and upbeat, but this month they were not willing to answer questions. For example, a 
discussion about how balanced the group was led to a long debate. Member F disagreed with all the
others, insisting that the group was being objective. Finally, the group decided that its members 
overall were more emotive than task focused, and Member F conceded to the consensus opinion 
because they were being emotive about the changes that were happening and this was causing both 
excitement and uncertainty among group members. The results from the group assessing their group 
dynamics this month are shown in Table 7.46 below. Table 7.47 shows the researcher’s analysis of 
the group dynamics during this month. Table 7.48 shows the researchers reflective matrix which was 
completed prior to and after the meeting.
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the goals?
No
agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over­controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure
Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5. Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Taskorientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious
Emotive
9 Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted with 
little 
discussion
Accepted with 
no discussion
Table 7.46: Group assessment of their dynamics April 2011 (Berkshire Community
Foundation Group)
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the 
goals?
No agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Overcontrolled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5. Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Task orientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9 Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected
Considered
Accepted 
with little 
discussion
Accepted 
with no 
discussion
Table 7.47: Researcher’s assessment of the group dynamics April 2011 (Berkshire
Community Foundation Group)
S e l f  r e f l e c t io n s
Feelings prior to meeting (anxiety, etc) relaxed
Mood prior to meeting (content, etc) relaxed
Feeiings post meeting content
Mood post meeting content
I n f l u e n c e  o n  g r o u p
Are group compiicit with research goais? Yes
B u i ld in g  r e la t io n s h ip s
Any concerns about individuals No
Use of additional questioning to inform 
learning (selective interviews where 
appropriate)
(Has this been necessary and why? What was 
said and how did this benefit the research?)
A s s e s s m e n t  f o r  L e a r n in g
How is the team to completing tasks
(Re-examine the team’s matrix and compare to 
own observations, do you agree, etc?)
How are the group using feedback & ongoing 
data to inform learning?
Yes
Are the group members using time to reflect 
on cooperative learning?
Yes
is the group making learning decisions and 
justifying them.
Yes
Are the group building on strengths and 
target weaknesses?
Yes and as the situation changes they are also 
reflecting on what this means to them
M e th o d o lo g ic a l  L e a r n in g
is the assessment matrix criteria clearly 
linked to assessment or does it need 
amending?
No
Have there been any emergent properties? No
How sensitive to emergent properties are 
you?
Yes
Table 7.48: Researcher’s reflective matrix April 2011 (Berkshire Community
Foundation Group)
Appendix 17: Berkshire Community Foundation May 2011
On May 2011, five members were present (Members A, B, C, D, E). Member F was away on holiday. 
The meeting was held at the new offices the researcher and the group had visited in the previous 
month. The office was laid out just as discussed in April and everyone had their own desk and 
storage for their files. The group members seemed proud of their new accommodation and were in 
high spirits discussing how they had moved and how they were finding their new office:
“It’s great that we are all in one space...” (Member D)
The group meeting was held in the large meeting room that was also Member A’s office. Everyone 
updated each other on what they had been working on and what they had coming up over the next 
few weeks. They were all very positive about how they would be working towards their objectives.
The meeting clarified a few issues that been ongoing for a while and all group members had now had 
their appraisal so they were all much clearer on their own responsibilities and objectives.
“I understand what I do but I just still don’t know how this fits in with the others as my job is not 
the same.” (Member C)
Despite that, what quickly became apparent was that they had not all been told about each other’s 
objectives and what this meant to the group. Member A had not yet shared with them how all this 
was to fit together and each objective interlinked. Member C bantered with Member A saying that it 
has only been a few years so she could wait a few more weeks to understand where she fit in with the 
others. The transition from Member A being responsible for everything to making individuals in the 
group responsible had been received well.
During this meeting. Member F was not present and Members B and C contributed to the group 
conversation much more than at the previous meeting. There was a pattern developing because, 
when Member F was absent, the communication with these two other members was completely 
different in that they contributed much more. This showed that there were some underlying issues 
present within the group as the type and frequency of the communication changed. At this meeting, 
there was no tension: the group just worked really well together as a group sharing their ideas and 
concerns.
During this month’s meeting, the communication was open and members shared their thoughts 
regarding the new business plan and their appraisals. They expressed an interest in understanding
how their objectives fitted together and how this affected each one of them as part of the group. They 
had started to consider issues outside their own concerns and to think about how they fitted together 
as a group of individuals trying to meet common goals. Though they were still expressing their 
personal uncertainties, they were now able to consider concerns beyond their personal interests. 
Member A reassured them that, once he had finalised the new organisational vision, mission, and 
values, they would have a meeting to discuss this;
“I am working on a new set of vision, mission and values... Once I have agreed these with the 
Board of Trustees we can get together and have a proper chat about how all gels together...” 
(Member A)
This was not really discussed any further. However, what was surprising at this meeting was how 
quickly the group members had started to examine their roles and interactions differently, because 
they had only been in their new offices for a period of two weeks when this meeting took place. 
Overall, the group was becoming more group-like. This was due to a number of factors: Member A 
taking on the feedback that he had heard from the members, everyone expressing their opinions 
more openly and from the switch to an open-plan office, which had positively affected their interaction 
and collaboration.
Sum m ary
This month the researcher’s assessment agreed with the group’s assessment of themselves. The 
group members agreed that they were still inconsistent in their understanding of how their group goals 
fitted together and, because this was still the case, they did not feel that as a group they had a clear 
set of agreed goals or objectives to work towards. However, they were working together much more 
efficiently and they were now able to see how their previous accommodation had had a detrimental 
effect on their interactions as a group and how their working practices had been affected as a result. 
The results from the group assessing their group dynamics this month are shown in Table 7.49 below. 
Table 7.50 shows the researcher’s analysis of the group dynamics during this month. Table 7.51 
shows the researchers reflective matrix which was completed prior to and after the meeting.
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the goals?
No
agreement Dissent Unison Assent
Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over­controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure
Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5. Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Taskorientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious
Emotive
9 Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted with 
little 
discussion
Accepted with 
no discussion
Table 7.49: Group assessment of their dynamics May 2011 (Berkshire Community
Foundation Group)
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the 
goals?
No
agreement Dissent Unison Assent
Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over­controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure
Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5.
Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid
Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Taskorientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious
Emotive
9. Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted 
with little 
discussion
Accepted with 
no discussion
Table 7.50: Researcher’s assessment of the group dynamics May 2011 (Berkshire
Community Foundation Group)
S e l f  r e f l e c t io n s
Feelings prior to meeting (anxiety, etc) relaxed
Mood prior to meeting (content, etc) relaxed
Feelings post meeting content
Mood post meeting content
I n f l u e n c e  o n  g r o u p
Are group complicit with research goals? Yes
B u i ld in g  r e la t io n s h ip s
Any concerns about individuals No
Use of additional questioning to inform 
learning (selective interviews where 
appropriate)
(Has this been necessary and why? What was 
said and how did this benefit the research?)
A s s e s s m e n t  f o r  L e a r n in g
How is the team to completing tasks
(Re-examine the team’s matrix and compare to 
own observations, do you agree, etc?)
How are the group using feedback & ongoing 
data to inform learning?
Yes
Are the group members using time to reflect 
on cooperative learning?
Yes
Is the group making learning decisions and 
justifying them.
Yes
Are the group building on strengths and 
target weaknesses?
Yes and as the situation changes they are also 
reflecting on what this means to them
M e th o d o lo g ic a l  L e a r n in g
Is the assessment matrix criteria clearly 
linked to assessment or does it need 
amending?
No
Have there been any emergent properties? No
How sensitive to emergent properties are 
you?
Yes
Table 7.51: Researcher’s reflective matrix May 2011 (Berkshire Community
Foundation Group)
Appendix 18: Berkshire Community Foundation June 2011
In June 2011, Member D was missing because of illness. All the other members were present 
(Members A, B, C, E, F). The group members had more than settled into their offices and they had 
already started complaining about the furniture:
“The chairs look lovely but they are no good for your back...” (Member F)
The group now had a new smart car and the members were still very excited about their new office. 
Member A commented that he was now waiting for the old building to be demolished.
The organisation had had a fantastic set of results for the previous year in that it had achieved the 
highest income in its history and had been the second highest grant-making body in Berkshire:
“I don’t think we will ever do this well again...” (Member A)
The group had also set up a Twitter account, which Members A and E ran together. It was also on 
Facebook. The members were now using social media to keep people up to date with what they were 
doing, what they were working on and how things were progressing:
“Twitter is for the serious stuff and Facebook is supposed to be more fun... “(Member F)
The mood in the office was high. Everyone was excited about all the new changes and this was 
reflected in how they communicated with each other. The group meeting then started. Everyone gave 
an update on what they had been working on and what they had coming up over the next few weeks. 
Member A discussed the meetings that he had attended, including the AGM:
“The AGM was very positive for a change...” (Member B)
The group had now written the new vision, mission and values statement. This was as follows:
“Our Vision:
• A strong generous community in Berkshire where people work in partnership to 
enhance the quality of local life.
Our Mission:
• To inspire philanthropy and charitable giving -  connecting people, ideas, resources 
and needs to make a lasting difference.
Our Aims:
• To build stronger communities and enrich lives by supporting organisations 
addressing need
• To help local people and organisations manage their philanthropy and charitable 
giving
• To influence the critical issues and needs affecting our communities 
Our Values:
• Accountable: We are accountable to our community and to our donors and funders, 
by being transparent in all our communications and activities
• Approachable: We remain committed to being an organisation that is approachable 
to everyone
• Knowledgeable: We use our understanding of local needs and issues to inform our 
actions
• Supportive: We encourage and support the independent and creative determination 
of local people to address needs
• Professional: We act with integrity and professionalism at all times” (Berkshire 
Community Forum, 2011)
Member A then went on to say how the internet site needed to be updated to reflect the new 
information. He asked the group members to focus on their objectives, but they had still not shared 
them yet because he had not finalised and agreed them with the whole group. He now wanted to 
focus on moving the business plan forward and on the individual activities that everyone needed to 
pick up on.
Other members then discussed the AGM and how they felt that it had gone; in particular. Member F 
commented that she thought that it had gone well:
“I was surprised how on board the Trustees were at the AGM...” (Member F)
She then talked through all her activities and having finished, she went back to look down at her pad 
and continued doodling while the other members discussed what they had been up to. This month 
Members B and 0 were outgoing because they shared their feelings and took part in the conversation 
throughout the group meeting. However, Member F seemed much more withdrawn -  this was the 
first time she had appeared disconnected from the group. She only interjected in conversation when
she had something to contribute, and she did not interact or make eye contact with other members 
beyond this.
Sum m ary
The group members debated a lot about where they were this month and felt strongly that they were 
moving towards unison but were not quite there yet, because everyone had their individual objectives 
and goals and they had not all seen each other’s. In addition, they had now been in the new office for 
a while and they felt that this had had a significant impact on them as a group. There was a big 
debate over whether or not the group was obscured or uniform. Member F felt it was uniform but all 
the other members said that it was obscured; however, everyone disagreed with her partly because 
she was very much focused on her own opinion and did not let go or take on the ideas of the rest of 
the group. She was at loggerheads with Member C and seemed to try to stimulate discussion, but 
this did not work with the other group members, who were all now supporting Member C. The goal 
direction was still obscure because the new mission, vision and value statement were only just 
approved and the group members had not yet shared each other’s objectives so that everyone was 
unsure of their role in relation to the wider group activities. It was expected that this should be 
resolved the next time they met because they were now going to share goals and objectives.
“I will share them and then we can all see how we fit together and see where our focuses are...
“(Member A)
The tonality of the group overall was dynamic: everyone discussed and altered their tone according to 
the subject matter and their levels of interest. Member C was taking part in the group much more 
than before despite Member F’s attitude towards her, which seemed to be one of distain at times.
There was a debate about the energy in the group because Member F felt that it was constricted 
whereas everyone else said that overall it was vivifying in those different group members interacted 
with each other and discussed what they had been working on. Member A was very positive but 
Member F seemed to bring the group down and the impression was that some were afraid of her or 
just did not trust her: when they talked, they were weighing their words. The only person to actually 
say what she thought was Member C, though she often got shot down by Member F. However, other 
members did support Member C as Member A floundered trying to understand the situation, which 
had worsened since they are now all working together in an open-plan office. So this had had both a 
positive and a negative impact on individuals and the group because these tensions were rising and 
no doubt would come to a head shortly.
The group debated much about communication and in the end it was decided that for the last few 
months it should have been marked as reserved because the members were not all talking openly. 
This month seemed to have been a breakthrough with everyone laying their cards on the table; for the 
first time communication was opened up, but some were still weighing their words.
The tension was fluctuating in the group as different people made contact and then decided that they 
needed to disengage. Member C frequently looked down or away from the group. Member F folded 
her arms and her eyes glazed over as she disengaged from the conversation. There were underlying 
conflicts that had been brought to the fore, and it was clear that there had been a personality clash 
between Members F and C. Member A had not been aware of this conflict in his group until this 
meeting. Member F started to bring it into the open and Member C responded:
"... Sometimes there is no point in saying anything as nothing will change... you just have to do
the best you can and get on with it...” (Member C)
Member F agreed it was clear that it had gone beyond the point of mediation where this could be 
resolved:
"... This is beyond the point where I think it can be resolved. We just have to work together
professionally and put our differences aside.” (Member F)
This caused the rest of the group to feel some tension, especially Member A, who was asking 
questions so that he could make sense of what was going on in his group. However, the group 
members had been mainly striking a balance between managing their emotions and acting in a 
professional manner. Their effectiveness was still logical. There was a debate over the balance of 
the group but overall it was agreed that members’ interactions had been more emotive than balanced 
because there had been a number of issues raised by Members F and C. Everyone was still focusing 
on maintaining their needs rather than on the tasks they had been set. The group was emotive but 
able to start to balance this with being in a state of proper equilibrium.
On this occasion, the researcher agreed with the assessment of the group in question. It seemed that, 
after a lot of reflection and a discussion that lasted for nearly an hour, the members finally started to 
use the methodology as the researcher had planned. The day had been a turning point and there had 
been many exciting developments for them as a group too. The results from the group assessing 
their group dynamics this month are shown in Table 7.52 below. Table 7.53 shows the researcher’s 
analysis of the group dynamics during this month. Table 7.54 shows the researchers reflective matrix 
which was completed prior to and after the meeting.
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the goals?
No
agreement Dissent Unison Assent
Inconsistent
2. Goal direction Over­controlled Restrained Uniform Obscure
Purposeless
3. Group tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5. Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7. Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance TaskOrientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious
Emotive
9 Observer 
interaction Ignored Rejected
Considered
Accepted with 
little 
discussion
Accepted with 
no discussion
Table 7.52: Group assessment of their dynamics June 2011 (Berkshire Community
Foundation Group)
Project
/Behavioural
Attribute
1 2 3 4 5
1. Do members 
agree on the 
goals?
No agreement Dissent Unison Assent Inconsistent
2. Goal Direction. Overcontrolled Restrained Uniform Obscure Purposeless
3. Group Tonality Rational Flat Dynamic Sincere Affective
4. Energy. Inhibited Constricted Vivifying Excitable Delirious
5. Communication Closed Inhibited Open Candid Relaxed
6. Tension. Frail Delicate Ordered Exuberant Vociferous
7 Effectiveness Disjointed Fragmented Flowing Logical Inflexible
8. Balance Task Orientated Objective Meaningful Harmonious Emotive
9 Observer 
Interaction Ignored Rejected Considered
Accepted 
with little 
discussion
Accepted 
with no 
discussion
Table 7.53: Researcher’s assessment of the group dynamics June 2011 (Berkshire
Community Foundation Group)
S e l f  r e f l e c t io n s
Feelings prior to meeting (anxiety, etc) happy and content
Mood prior to meeting (content, etc) content
Feelings post meeting excited and happy
Mood post meeting happy and content
I n f l u e n c e  o n  g r o u p
Are group complicit with research goals? Yes
B u i ld in g  r e la t io n s h ip s
Any concerns about individuals
Anita and Jo are not getting as there is a 
personality clash
Use of additional questioning to inform 
learning (selective interviews where 
appropriate)
(Has this been necessary and why? What was 
said and how did this benefit the research?)
A s s e s s m e n t  f o r  L e a r n in g
How is the team to completing tasks Yes
How are the group using feedback & ongoing 
data to inform learning?
Very well and they are exploring their 
relationships
Are the group members using time to reflect 
on cooperative learning?
Yes
Is the group making learning decisions and 
justifying them.
Yes
Are the group building on strengths and 
target weaknesses?
Yes
M e t h o d o lo g ic a l  L e a r n in g
Is the assessment matrix criteria clearly 
linked to assessment or does it need 
amending?
No
Have there been any emergent properties? No
How sensitive to emergent properties are 
you?
Very these are always discussed with the 
group
Table 7.54: Researcher’s reflective matrix June 2011 (Berkshire Community
Foundation Group)
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